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By Mr. GOODELL:

H.J. Res. 1253. Joint resolution to provide
for the establishment of a Commission on
National Defense Policy; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. GUBSER:

H.J. Res. 1254. Joint resolution to estab-
lish an Atlantic Union delegation; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. KREBES:

H.J. Res. 1255. Joint resolution to author-
ize the President to proclaim the last week
in October of each year as “National Water
Awareness Week”; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. RACE:

H.J. Res. 1256, Joint resolution to author-
ize the President to proclaim the last week
in October of each year as “National Water
Awareness Week'; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DOW:

H.J. Res. 1257. Joint resolution to author-
ize the President to proclaim the last week
in October of each year as “National Water
Awareness Week”; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H. Con. Res, 946. Concurrent resolution re-
lating to U.S. military personnel held cap-
tive in Vietnam; to the Committee on For-

H. Res. 954. Resolunon to create a perma-
nent Select Committee on Standards and
Conduct; to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHMORE:

H.R.16785. A bill for the rellef of Barbara
Wilson; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BROWN of California:

H.R.16786. A bill for the relief of Zenon
Hernandez Betanzos; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr, CLARK:

H.R. 16787. A bill for the relief of Ok Yon
(Mrs, Charles G.) Kirsch; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MINISH:

HR. 16788. A bill for the relief of Frank I.
Mellin, Jr.; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. ROGERS of Colorado:

H.R.16789. A bill for the relief of Harry
Bush; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TUNNEY :

H.R. 16790. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Marie J. Saladino; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

SENATE

Tuespay, Avcust 2, 1966

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
and was called to order by the Vice
President.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father, who hast set a restless-
ness in our hearts, and made us all seek-
ers after that which we can never fully
find, forbic us to be satisfiled with what
we make of life. Draw us from base con~
tent, and set our eyes on far-off goals.
Eeep us at tasks too hard for us, that
we may be driven to Thee for strength.
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Deliver us from fretfulness and self-pity;
make us sure of the goal we cannot see,
and of the hidden good in the world.
Open our eyes to simple beauty all
around us, and our hearts to the loveli-
ness men hide from us because we do
not try enough to understand them.
Save us frcm ourselves, and show us a
vision of a world made new. May the
spirit of peace and illumination so en-
lighten our minds that all life shall glow
with new meaning and new puarpose;
through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request by Mr. MaxsrFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Monday,
August 1, 1966, was dispensed with.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE SUB-
"MITTED DURING ADJOURNMENT

Pursuant to the order of the Senate of
August 1, 1966,

Mr. CLARKE, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, reported on
August 1, 1966, an original joint resolu-
tion (S.J. Res. 186) to provide for the
settlement of the labor dispute currently
existing between certain air carriers and
certain of their employees, and for other
purposes, and submitted a report (No.
1424) thereon, together with the individ-
ual views of Mr. DoMINICK, Mr. FANNIN,
and Mr. MurpPHY, which joint resolution
was read twice by its title, and placed
on the calendar, and the report was
printed.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the President
of the Unifed States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that the
President had approved and signed the
following aects:

On July 30, 1966:

5.3093. An act to amend the act of March
3, 1831, and October 9, 1962, relating to the
furnishing of books and other materials to
the blind so as to authorize the furnishing
of such books and other materials to other
handicapped persons.

On August 1, 1966:

5.2948. An act to set aside certain lands
in Montana for the Indians of the Confed-
erated Salish and EKootenai Tribes of the
Flathead Reservation, Mont.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
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reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

5.2412, An act to terminate use restric-
tions on certain real property previously con-
veyed to the city of Kodiak, Alaska, by the
United States;

85.3249. An act to consent to the interstate
compact defining the boundary between the
States of Arizona and California;

S.3498. An act to facilitate the carrying
out of the obligations of the United States
under the Convention on the Settlement of
Investment Disputes between States and Na-
tionals of other States, signed on August 27,
19656, and for other purposes;

H.R. 3013. An act to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide gold star lapel but-
tons for the next of kin of members of the
Armed Forces who lost or lose their lives in
war or as a result of cold war incidents;

H.R. 11980. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Army to donate two obsolete Ger-
man weapons to the Federal Republic of
Germany;

H.R.12031. An act to authorize the ap-
pointment of Col. Willlam W. Watkin, Jr.,
professor, of the U.S. Military Academy, in
the grade of lieutenant colonel, Regular
Army, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 13374. An act to amend title 10, United
States Code, to authorize the award of tro-
phies for the recognition of special accom-
plishments related to the Armed Forces, and
for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The VICE PRESIDENT announced
that on today, August 2, 1966, he signed
the following enrolled bills, which had
previously been signed by the Speaker
of the House of Representatives:

H.R.12389. An act to Increase the amount
authorized to be appropriated for the de-
velopment of the Arkansas Post National
Memorial; and

H.R. 15225. An act to amend section 15d
of the Tennessee Valley Authority Act of
1933 to increase the amount of bonds which
may be issued by the Tennessee Valley
Authority.

APPOINTMENT OF DELEGATES TO
THE 55TH FALL CONFERENCE OF
THE INTER-PARLIAMENTARY UN-
ION, TO BE HELD IN TEHERAN,
SEPTEMBER 27 TO OCTOBER 4, 1966

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair,
pursuant to Public Law 74-170, appoints
the following Senators as delegates to
the 556th fall conference of the Inter-
Parliamentary Union, to be held in
Teheran on September 27 to October 4,
1966: HermAN E. TALMADGE, A. WILLIS
ROBERTSON, ALAN BisrLE, Epwarp V. LonNg,
RaALPH YARBOROUGH, PHILIP A. HART,
Bourge B. HICKENLOOPER, HucH ScorT,
Hiram L. Fong, TaoMas H. KucHEL, and
Mirwarp L. Simpson, alternate.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

IMPROVEMENT OF AIDS TO NAVIGATIONS SERV-
ICES OF THE CoAsT GUARD

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed
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legislation to improve the alds to navigation
services of the Coast Guard (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on
Commerce.

REPORT ON REFUGEE-ESCAPEES PAROLED INTO
THE UNITED STATES

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tlon and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a report on refugee-escapees paroled into the
United States (with accompanying papers);
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

THE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
AMENDMENTS OF 1966—REPORT
OF A COMMITTEE—MINORITY
VIEWS (S. REPT. NO. 1425)

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, from the Committee on Finance, I
report favorably, with amendments, the
bill (H.R. 15119) to extend and improve
the Federal-State unemployment com-
pensation program. I ask unanimous
consent that the report be printed, to-
gether with the minority view of Sena-
tors WiLriams of Delaware, BENNETT,
MorToN, CarLsoN, CURTIS, and DIRKSEN.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received and the bill will be placed
on the calendar; and, without objection,
the report will be printed, as requested
by the Senator from Louisiana.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. DIRESEN:

5. 3680. A bill authorizing the Administra-
tor of Veterans' Affairs to convey certain
property to the Danville Junior College, Dan-
ville, Ill.; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. McCLELLAN (by request):

5.3681. A bill to amend the act to provide
for the registration and protection of trade-
marks used in commerce, to carry out the
provisions of certain international conven-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

(See the remarks of Mr. McCLELLAN when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MONDALE (for himself and
Mr, HARRIS) :

S.8682. A bill to amend title II of the So~
clal Security Act to revise and improve the
provisions thereof relating to the adjustment
of overpayments and underpayments of
benefits thereunder; to the Committee on
Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. MoNDALE when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MansrFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
on Constitutional Amendments of the
Committee on the Judiciary and the
Permanent Subcommititee on Investiga-
tions of the Committee on Government
Operations were authorized to meet dur-
ing the sessions of the Senate today.
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LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING THE TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS
On request of Mr. MaNsFIELD, and by

unanimous consent, statements during

the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness were ordered limited to 3 minutes.

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION OF
JOINT RESOLUTION DEALING
WITH AIRLINE STRIKE AT CON-
CLUSION OF MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the conclu-
sion of morning business, Senate Joint
Resolution 186, Calendar No. 1389, the
airline labor dispute measure, be laid
down and made the pending business.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

TRIBUTE TO MRS. MARY FRANCILLO
FRAZIER, MOTHER OF THE SEC-
RETARY OF THE SENATE

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to announce to the Senate the death
of the mother of our distinguished Sec-
retary of the Senate.

Mrs. Mary Francillo Frazier, the moth-
er of Emery Frazier, died last night at
the age of 94.

I know that she was very proud of her
son who has performed such outstanding
service in this body for so many years,

To him I wish to extend my sincere re-
grets and deepest sympathy in his hour of
SOITOW.

UNFAIR COMPETITION ACT OF 1066

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, by
request, as chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Patents, Trademarks, and Copy-
rights of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to amend the Trademark
Act of 1946. This measure which is to
be cited as the Unfair Competition Act
of 1966 has been drafted by the National
Coordinating Committee on Trademark
and Unfair Competition Matters, com-
posed of a number of bar and business
associations.

The basic purpose of the legislation
is to crea‘s a Federal statutory law of
unfair competition affecting interstate
commerce, within the framework of the
Lanham Trademark Act of 1946. The
bill would accomplish this purpose main-
1y by expanding section 43(a) of that
act, which already creates a statutory
claim for relief from false designations
of origin or false representations as to
goods sold ir. interstate commerce, to
include other torts commonly recognized
as part of the law of unfair competition.
Relief against those torts would be avail-
able in accordance with the existing
remedies now set forth in the Lanham
Act.

I introduce this bill to facilitate study
of this important subjeet. I have reached
no final decision concerning its provi-
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sions. I invite those who are interested
to submit comments to the Subcommit-
tee on Patents, Trademarks, and Copy-
rights.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S, 3681) to amend the act to
provide for the registration and proteec-
tion of trademarks used in commerce, to
carry out the provisions of certain in-
ternational conventions, and for other
purposes, introduced by Mr. McCLELLAN,
by request, was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

ADJUSTMENT OF OVERPAYMENTS
AND UNDERPAYMENTS OF BENE-
FITS UNDER TITLE II OF SOCIAL
SECURITY ACT

Mr. MONDALE. Mr, President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, on be-
half of myself and Senator HARRIS,
legislation to eliminate a legal roadblock
which prevents payment of social security
benefits owed to families of deceased
beneficiaries.

Mr. President, there is an urgent and
pressing need for this technical change in
the Social Security Act. Under the law
now in effect there are over 64,000 cases
of underpayments pending which cannot
be paid by the Social Security Admin-
istration. The law is inequitably drawn,
and unless it is changed, thousands of
survivors of social security beneficiaries
will not be paid money that is owed to
them.

Last year the Social Security Admin-
istration requested legislative authoriza-
tion to pay amounts due a beneficiary at
the time he dies because the provision
in the law was ambiguous and had been
subjected to various interpretations in
the courts. During consideration of the
Social Security Amendments of 1965,
which included the medicare program,
the Senate Finance Committee adopted
an amendment very similar to the one I
am proposing today. This provision was
passed by the Senate, but was signifi-
cantly changed in the conference com-
mittee. The law as enacted has been ex-
tremely difficult to administer, as is evi-
denced by the very large number of cases
in which payments have not been pay-
able, and the cases are increasing at the
rate of about 2,000 a week.

Under present law, where the amount
owed to a deceased beneficiary at the
time of his death is equal to 1 month's
social security benefit or less, it can be
paid to the surviving spouse who was
living with the deceased beneficiary at
the time he died. If the amount owed is
more than 1 month’s benefit, the under-
payment can be made only to a legal
representative of the deceased person’s
estate.

My bill would provide specific statutory
direction for the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare to pay such
amounts to the survivors in a simple
manner. If the amount due is less than
$1,000, which almost all such amounts
are, the payment would be made in the
following order of priority: First, to the
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surviving spouse; second, to the surviving
children, divided equally among them;
third, to the legal representatives of the
estate if one is appointed within 3
months of the decedent’s death; and,
fourth, to persons who are entitled under
State law to inherit personal property
from the deceased. If the payment is
more than $1,000, it would be made only
to the legal representative.

Under the best conditions, the require-
ment that the underpayment be paid to
a legal representative is not only costly
and time consuming but also in many
instances it blocks payment entirely be-
cause the cost to survivors of claiming
the underpayment through a legal rep-
resentative often exceeds the underpay-
ment itself. Forcing the widow or child
of a deceased beneficiary to pay the ex-
pense of a legal representative and other
probate and court costs is difficult to
justify in view of the fact that the aver-
age of these underpayment amounts is
about $100. About 35 percent of the
underpayments involve amounts of $50
or less. There is no problem when the
estate is one that would be probated
anyway, but many social security bene-
ficiaries have little or no assets and when
they die the unpaid social security bene-
fits constitute the entire estate.

The social security requirement that
most amounts owed deceased benefici-
aries must be paid to a legal representa-
tive is exceptional among benefit-paying
programs. Distribution of amounts due
but not paid to deceased civil servants,
members of the Armed Forces, and vet-
erans is governed by statutes setting
forth priorities of payment. The Rail-
road Retirement Board pays such
amounts first to the surviving spouse liv-
ing with the decedent, and then on the
basis of equitable entitlement to persons
paying the decedent’s burial expenses.
Only the Social Security Administration
is required to give such high priority to
the legal representative.

Mr. President, the Social Security Ad-
ministration is being besieged with com-
plaints about this provision from all over
the Nation because of the hardship it
works on the families of deceased social
security beneficiaries. In 1 week in Jan-
uary, 3,402 complaints were registered,
including 333 from California, 300 from
New York, 285 from Pennsylvania, 227
from Illinois, and 220 from Michigan.

But more important than the adminis-
trative problems is the inequity fo the
beneficiaries. I urge my colleagues to
join with me in sponsoring this amend-
ment, which will ease the burden facing
thousands of older Americans when one
of their loved ones dies.

In order for the Senate to have the
opportunity to consider this legislation
as soon as possible, I am introducing it
not only as a separate bill, but also as an
amendment to H.R. 15119, a bill to ex-~
tend and improve the Federal-State un-
employment compensation program. I
understand that this bill will be on the
floor shortly.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of the bill be printed in the Recorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
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and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 3682) to amend title IT of
the Social Security Act to revise and im-
prove the provisions thereof relating to
the adjustment of overpayments and un-
derpayments of benefits thereunder, in-
troduced by Mr., MonpaLE (for himself
and Mr. HARRIS) , was received, read twice
by its title, referred to the Committee
on Finance, and ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 204(a) of the Soclal Security Act
is amended to read as follows: :

“{a) Whenever the Secretary finds that
more or less than the correct amount of pay-
ment has been made to any person under
this title, proper adjustment shall be made,
under regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary, as follows:

“(1) with respect to payment to an in-
dividual of more than the correct amount,
the Secretary shall decrease any payment
under this title to which such overpaid in-
dividual is entitled, or, if such overpaid in-
dividual dies before adjustment is completed,
the BSecretary shall decrease any payment
under this title payable to any other person
on the basis of wages and self-employment
income which were the basis of the payments
to such overpaid individual;

“(2) with respect to payment to an in-
dividual of less than the correct amount,
the Secretary shall make payment of the
balance -of the amount due such underpaid
individual, or, if such person dies before
payments are completed or before nego-
tiating one or more checks representing cor-
rect payments, disposition of the amount
due shall be made—

“(A) if the amount due exceeds $1,000,
to the legal representative of the estate of
such deceased individual, or

“(B) if the amount due does not exceed
$1,000—

“(1) to the person, if any, determined
by the Secretary to be the surviving spouse
of such deceased individual;

“(i1) if there is no person who meets the
requirements of clause (1), to the child or
children, if any, of such deceased individual
(and, in case there is more than one such
child, in equal parts to each such child);

“(iii) if there is no person who meets
the requirements of clause (i) or (ii), to the
legal representative of the estate of such
deceased individual,; or

“(iv) if there is no person who meets the
requirements of clause (i) or (ii), and, if
at the end of the three-month period which
begins on the date such deceased individual
died, no legal representative of the estate
of such deceased individual has been ap-
pointed, to the person or persons who would
be entitled to share in the personal prop-
erty of such deceased individual (if he had
died intestate) under the laws of intestate
succession of the State of residence of such
deceased individual and in an amount or
amounts determined pursuant to such law.”

(b) Section 204(d) of such Act is hereby
repealed.

Sec. 2. The amendments made by the
first section of this Act shall take effect on
the first day of the second month following
the month in which this Act is enacted.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent that a listing, by
State, of the complaints received during
one week in January 1966 by the Social
Security Administration about under-
payments that could not be paid, be
printed at this point in the REcorb.
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There being no objection, the listing
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

The number of complaints in connection
with the 1965 amendment underpayment
provision received during the week of
Jan. 7, to Jan. 13, 1966

53

0

25

22

333

3

48

3

a8

102

4

13

IO SR = R ST 227
< iae i Fon T g et S e S T S, 117
P R e S e R AR RO 54
FORRUBAR » S oo v s o o s i s 39
T T I SN L SRR 26
p Ew T T R R S T e a6
b0 T TS A W S R L T sl 8
METTIRNY, oo b e o s e 79
Massachusetts 99
Michigan 220
Mihnesots -0 oo Lot ooo tiuTd 35
YT A R U BIOS § e 25
MIBRORET oo oot e e LS 73
IO RINR 5o it i ]
NeDTBEER | i m i i 53
DT - e e e g e 8
New Hampshire __________________ 6
New Jaroeoy _—_ . ___ . . .4 2
Now Mexioo .o mamr e 25
New York N 300
North Carollna - _____.________._ 52
North Dakota - _______________ 19
R e e i S 113
DEIRHOMB o e s s b i 47
OTEEON —otic e mninm 39
PENDAVIVENIN - Lo e e S T 285
Rhode Ieland - e a1
Bouth\Caroling .. e 19
South Dakota 16
Tenn g kil
TOTRB oo oo ool L ST e 1856
Utah 24
WARONE T cicoi i iat aes e 13
Virginia - i 76
RN tEtem s e T T 63
N ARRINEtON, DG L ]
West Virginla - ________________ 25
NCNOUDHIY. = = T 78
WYoING coancr i 4
Puerto Rico -- 5
Virgtn ZEANAS cnceooiiia it nalin 0
R e 3,402

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the leg-
islation proposed today by my distin-
guished colleague from Minnesota [Mr.
MonbpaLE] is necessary to correct a tech-
nicality in the present social security law
which, in many cases, has prohibited the
payment of money owed to the survivors
of deceased social security beneficiaries.

Under the present law, where the
amount owed to a deceased beneficiary is
equal to 1 month's social security benefit
or less, it can be paid to the surviving
spouse who was living with the deceased
beneficiary at the time he died. In every
case, when the amount owed is more than
1 month’s benefit, the underpayment can
be made only to a legal representative
of the deceased person’s estate.

The Social Security Administration is
not happy with this situation. In fact,
they are distressed, and so am I, because
it affords no alternatives or flexibility in
making payments as the law presently
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directs. As a result, the Social Security
Administration reports over 64,000 cases
of underpayments pending and unpaid.
This represents approximately $612 mil-
lion which is lying in the U.S. Treasury—
drawing interest—and which can not be
released by the Social Security Admin-
istration without corrective legislation.

Senator MonpALE is proposing legis-
lation which I believe will correct this
inequity by providing specific statutory
direction to the Secretary of HEW in the
following manner: If the amount due
is less than $1,000, the payment would be
made first to the surviving spouse; sec-
ond, to the surviving children, divided
equally among them; third, to the legal
representative of the estate if one is ap-
pointed within 3 months of the dece-
dent’s death; and fourth, to persons
who are entitled under State law to in-
herit personal property from the de-
ceased. If the payment is more than
$1,000, it would be made only to the
legal representative.

Senator MonDpALE guoted an alarm-
ing number of complaints made to the
Social Security Administration within 1
week last January. This included 47
complaints in Oklahoma, where, because
there were no legal representatives of
the various estates, payments could not
be authorized to those who would in-
herit the personal property.

Typical of the case in which a rela-
tive of the deceased finds it impractical
to undergo the expenses of being a court
appointed executor of an estate, a con-

stituent of mine recently wrote:

' We were forced to advance money to take
care of my sister for a long period of time.
Now there are urgent and pressing debts.
The Social Security Administration doesn’t
seem to understand that I would have to
pay an attorney’s fee, court costs, and the
advertising fee for notice to creditors. This
would leave practically nothing from the
check for $266.40 which is owed my sister.

The average unpaid social security un-
derpayment is around $100 under the
present system. Most, if not all, of this
money is necessary to pay court costs
and lawyer's fees in order to establish
jegal entitlement to the unpaid bene-
fits. An example of this is well ex-
plained in the following letter from a
constituent which I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD:

DEAR SENATOR Hamnrs: I want to remind
you that there should be some way provided
to cash soclal security checks of the de-
ceased. It doesn't make very much sense
to go to court to be appointed executor of
an estate that doesn't exist so you can col-
lect a check that you give to a lawyer to pay
the court costs and lawyer’s fees. I surely
am not the only one that is in such a pre-
dicament.

It seems to me that a simple affidavit
signed by an Administrator of a rest home,
Doctors, hospitals, or Directors of funeral
homes would be proof enough that you
were entitled to collect this money. I can't
imagine that any one of them would sign
a paper for some one that would not be re-
sponsible while they were living.

For the ones that have an estate and
have to go to court anyway, they have no
problem, but for the ones that do not have
to go to court, they have to turn their money
back and they are the ones that need it
the most.
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I signed hospital papers for my sister, also
papers at the rest home as well as her fu-
neral bill and I can i1l afford to lose her
check—yet it was due her, but I had to re-
turn it and now can't collect it because I
am not court appointed.

Yours sincerely,

Those who live on a fixed low income

and desperately need this money to pay
some of the outstanding debts of the de-
ceased are forced, therefore, to forfeit
the check. On the other hand, when
there is an estate in question which ne-
cessitates a legal representative, there is
usually adequate money available to pay
the court costs of the estate.
- I cannot believe that the original au-
thors of the social security law intended
for these payments, which represent
money earned, and money owed, to re-
main unpaid. I therefore, strongly urge
Congress to act favorably and approve
this legislation before adjournment.

EQUITABLE TAX TREATMENT FOR
FOREIGN INVESTMENT IN THE
UNITED STATES—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. T17

Mr. DIRKSEN submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to
the bill (H.R. 13103) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide
equitable tax treatment for foreign in-
vestment in the United States, which was
referred to the Committee on Finance
and ordered to be printed.

SETTLEMENT OF LABOR DISPUTE
BETWEEN CERTAIN AIR CARRI-
ERS AND THEIR EMPLOYEES—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 718

Mr. JAVITS (for himself and Mr.
Morse) submitted amendments, in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 186) fo
provide for the settlement of the labor
dispute currently existing between cer-
tain air carriers and certain of their em-
ployees, and for other purposes, which
were ordered to lie on the table and to
be printed.

(See reference to the above amend-
ment when submitted by Mr. JAvITS,
which appears under a separate head-
ing.

) AMENDMENT NO. 719

Mr. MORSE submitted an amend-
ment, in the nature of a substitute, in-
tended to be proposed by him, to Senate
Joint Resolution 186, supra, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

(See reference to the above amend-
ment when submitted by Mr. MORSE,
which appears under a separate
heading.)

AMENDMENT NO., 720

Mr. DOMINICK submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to Senate Joint Resolution 186, supra,
which was ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 721

Mr. LAUSCHE submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
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to Senate Joint Resolution 186, supra,
which was ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

(See reference to the above amend-
ment when submitted by Mr. LAUSCHE,
B*lhich appears under a separate head-

g.)

EXTENSION AND IMPROVEMENT
OF FEDERAL-STATE UNEMPLOY-
MENT COMPENSATION PROGRAM

AMENDMENT NO. 722

Mr. MONDALE submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him
to the bill (H.R. 15119) to extend and
improve the Federal-State unemploy-
ment compensation program, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL
AND JOINT RESOLUTION

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at its next print-
ing, the name of the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. KvucueL] be added as a co-
sponsor of the bill (8. 2217) to provide
for the conservation, protection, and
propagation of native species of fish and
wildlife, including migratory birds, that
are threatened with extinetion; to con-
solidate the authorities relating to the
administration by the Secretary of the
Interior of the national wildlife refuge
system; and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, Iask
unanimous consent that the name of
Senator MaenvUsoN be added as a co-
sponsor of the joint resolution I infro-
duced (S.J. Res. 85), propesing an
amendment to the Constitution relative
to equal rights for men and women, and
that his name appear among the list of
sponsors at the next printing of the joint
resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, August 2, 1966, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:

S. 2412, An act to terminate use restric-
tlons on certain real property previously con-
veyed to the city of Kodiak, Alaska, by the
United States;

8. 3240, An act to consent to the interstate
compact defining the boundary between the
States of Arizona and California; and

S. 3498. An act to facilitate the carrying
out of the obligations of the United States
under the Convention on the Settlement of
Investment Disputes between the States and
Nationals of other States, signed on August
27, 1965, and for other purposes,

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 1385 and Calendar No. 1386.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT OF THE ORGANIC ACT
OF GUAM

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 13298) to amend the Organic
Act of Guam in order to authorize the
legislature thereof to provide by law for
the election of its members from election
districts, which had been reported from
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, with amendments, on page 1, line
10, after the word “members,” to insert
“to be known as senators,”; on page 3, at
the beginning of line 4 to strike out “bill,”
and insert “Act,”; in line 9, after the
word “provision,” to insert “the method
of electing”; and in line 10, after the
word “this” to strike out “bill.” and in-
sert “Act.”

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time and
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1420), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of H.R. 13298 is to amend the
Organic Act of Guam (64 Stat. 384, as
amended; 48 U.S.C. ch. 8A) to authorize the
territorial legislature to provide by law for
the election of some or all of its members by
election districts.

NEED

The Organic Act of Guam gave that island
a substantial degree of local self-government
and made Gumanians citizens of the United
Btates. It provided for a unicameral legis-
lature composed of 21 members to be elected
at large biennially in even-numbered years.
The powers of the legislature extend to “all
subjects of legislation of local application”
not inconsistent with the provisions of the
organic act and other laws of the United
States which are applicable to Guam, The
members of the present legislature come
from two parties—the Territorial Party and
the Democratic Party of Guam.

At the present time the urban centers
on Guam are able to dominate the voting on
an at-large basis, and some rural areas lack
representation. Though there are 19 voting
districts In Guam, the at-large election sys-
tem often means that the successful candi-
dates come from a limited number of parts
of the island. From the first to the incum-
bent eighth legislature, the average number
of districts from which candidates have been
elected to office stands at 11. The present
legislature is composed of members from only
10 of the 19 districts. Removing the elec-
tlon-at-large requirement of the present
statute and permitting election by districts
will allow the legislature to bring about the
greater equality of representation which, the
committee was advised, is very much desired
by the people of Guam. It will, in addition,
allow the voters of each district to concen-
trate on the merits and demerits of the
candidates from that district instead of hav-
ing to try to assess those of every candidate
for every seat in the legislature.

A solution to a further problem identified
with the at-large election of all members of
the Guam Legislature will result from dis-
tricting. Under the present system a slight
shift in the attitude or reactions of the elec-
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torate can produce a great and perhaps un-
warranted change in whole membership of
the legislature. It is possible under the
present system for 51 percent of the voters
to elect all of the legislature. Districting,
whole or partial, will reduce the likellhood
of this occurring in the future and will make
more likely continuous representation of
the minority.

H.R. 13208 will, if enacted, permit the
Guam Legislature to district the territory
and apportion itself as it believes proper,
subject to the provision that neither such
districting nor such apportionment shall
deny to any person in Guam the equal pro-
tection of the laws. Its requirement that
every voter in every district shall be entitled
to vote for the whole number of persons to
be elected from the district at that election
as well as the whole number of persons to be
elected at large, if there are any such, is fur-
ther assurance of the application to Guam
of the “one man, one vote" principle.

Reasonable stability in the electoral proc-
ess is provided by the prohibition against
changing the manner in which members of
the legislature are to be elected—that is, the
distribution of seats between at-large mem-
bers, if there are any, and district members—
more often than once in 10 years, District
lines will be subject to change from time to
time to reflect population shifts.

Enactment of this bill will be another step
in promoting the full political development
of the territory of Guam.

AMENDMENTS

The committee has adopted four amend-
ments, three of which are of a technical
and clarifylng nature. The fourth amend-
ment provides that members of the Guam
Legislature shall be known as senators, as
is the case in the Virgin Islands Legislature.

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 8 OF THE
REVISED ORGANIC ACT OF THE
VIRGIN ISLANDS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 3080) to amend section 8 of the
Revised Organic Act of the Virgin Is-
lands to increase the special revenue
bond borrowing authority, and for other
purposes, which had been reported from
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, with amendments, on page 2, line
4, after the word “of”, to strike out “all
bonds or obligations which on original
issuance shall have been purchased by
the Government of the United States,
and excluding”; after line 12 to insert:

(c) Delete the word “specific” wherever it
appears in the first and second sentences.

And after line 14 to insert:

(d) Delete in the fifth sentence the words
“shall be redeemable after five years without
premium’ and substitute therefor the fol-
lowing: “may be redeemable (either with
or without premium) or nonredeemable”.

So as to make the bill read:
5. 3080

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
8(b) (1) of the Revised Organic Act of the
Virgin Islands, as amended (68 Stat. 497, 500;
48 U.8.C. 1574(b) ), is amended as follows:

(a) Delete "(1)" and delete “and (2) for
the establishment, construction, operation,
maintenance, reconstruction, improvement,
or enlargement of other projects, au-
thorized by an Act of the legislature, which
will, in the legislature’s judgment, promote
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the public interest by economic development
of the Virgin Islands.”

(b) Delete “$10,000,000" and substitute
therefor *'$30,000,000, exclusive of all bonds
or obligations which are held by the Govern-
ment of the United States as a result of a
sale of real or personal property to the gov-
ernment of the Virgin Islands. Not to exceed
$10,000,000 of such bonds or obligations may
be outstanding at any one time for public
improvements or public undertakings other
than water or power projects.”

(c) Delete the word “specific” wherever it
appears in the first and second sentences.

(d) Delete in the fifth sentence the words
“shall be redeemable after five years with-
out premium” and substitute therefor the
following: “may be redeemable (either with
or without premium) or nonredeemable".

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, was read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1421), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The baslc purpose of 5. 3080 is to increase
the special revenue bond borrowing author-
ity of the Virgin Islands for governmental
water and power projects, and for limited
expenditures for other governmental projects.

Bection 8(b) of the Revised Organic Act of
the Virgin Islands of 1954, as amended (68
Stat. 487, 500; 48 U.S.C, 1574) provides that
the Legislature of the Virgin Islands may
cause bonds to be issued under subpara-
graph (1) for specific public improvement or
specific public undertakings authorized by
an act of the legislature, and under subpara-
graph (2) for the establishment, mainte-
nance, and improvement of other projects
which will, in the legislature’'s judgment,
promote the public interest by economic de-
velopment of the Virgin Islands. The total
amount of such revenue bonds which may be
issued and outstanding for all such improve-
ments or undertakings at any one time may
not exceed $10 million. The bonds are to be
redeemable after 5 years without premium.

8. 3080 would amend existing law so as to
(1) preclude the issuance of bonds or other
obligation for nongovernmental projects in-
tended to promote the economic development
of the Virgin Islands; (2) increase the out-
standing revenue bond ceiling at any one
time from $10 to $30 million; (3) exclude
from the new bond ceiling these bonds or
obligations which are held by the Federal
Government as a result of a sale of property
to the government of the Virgin Islands; (4)
provide that not more than $10 million of
such bonds or obligations may be outstand-
ing at any one time for public improvements
or undertakings other than water or power
projects; (5) delete the word “specific” each
time that it appears in the first and second
sentences of section 8; and (6) provide that
bonds may be redeemable (either with or
without premium) or nonredeemable.

The first amendment provided in 8. 3080
deletes the provision from the Revised Or-
ganic Act which permits issuance of bonds
to finance nongovernmental projects for the
economic development of the Virgin Islands.
No such bonds have been issued, but at one
time the territorial legislature authorized a
bond issue for hotel and related economic
development. The Governor did not issue
the bonds, and litigation is now pending in
the courts. The committee believes that this
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type of financing is probably unwise and un-
necessary. Repeal of this authority, how-
ever, is not intended to affect the outcome
of the pending litigation.

The second amendment proposed by the
bill raises the Virgin Islands bond ceiling to
$30 million, to provide for present and future
projects which will exceed the present
$10 million limitation. Currently, obliga-
tions secured by revenues in the prineipal
amount of about $6,440,000 are outstanding
for water and power purposes, and additional
revenue obligations in the principal amount
of $1,600,000 are about to be issued for the
financing of dormitory housing for the Col-
lege of the Virgin Islands. These obligations
total about $8,100,000, leaving an authoriza-
tion of less than $2 million for new revenue
financing under the present $10 million
celling.

For power and water purposes alone, ap-
proximately $29 million in outside revenue-
secured financing is estimated to be needed
during the next 5 years in order to meet the
average rate of growth in demand for elec-
tric power which has been experienced in the
Virgin Islands during recent years. For the
three islands—St. Thomas, St. John, and St.
Croix—this growth rate is 20 percent, or
almost three times the average growth rate
on the U.S, mainland. Of this estimated
total of $20 million, approximately $6 million
in revenue financing is needed by September
of this year for a new dual-purpose (water
and power) plant for St. Thomas,

In additlon to the revenue financing
needed for water and power purposes, an esti-
mated $5 million will be needed during the
next 5 years for staff housing facilities for
the new hospital centers in St. Thomas and
St. Croix and for additional dormitory and
other revenue-producing facilities for the
College of the Virgin Islands.

Included in these projected financing needs
is approximately $8 million for new water
production facilities which can be financed
either by the issuance of general obligation
bonds under section 8(b) (ii) of the Organic
Act or by the issuance of revenue bonds
under sectlon 8(b)(1). However, the issu-
ance of $8 million in general obligation bonds
for water purposes would—together with
outstanding general obligation securities
amounting to about #7,800,000—exceed the
present general obligation bond ceiling of
$14 million and, at the same time, foreclose
general obligation financing for other nec-
essary public purposes, such as the school
and hospital construction programs.

In short, the increase in the revenue bond
financing ceiling which S. 3080 would au-
thorize is urgently needed to enable the local
government to undertake self-liquidating
projects.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The commlittee has adopted three amend-
ments recommended by the Department of
the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget.
The first amendment would make bonds pur-
chased by the Federal Government charge-
able agalnst the new bond ceiling, so as to
discourage large-scale public financing of
projects by the Virgin Islands. The second
amendment would delete the word “specific”
from sectlon 8 so as to remove uncertainty
about how detalled a project plan must be
for passage by the Virgin Islands Legislature.
The third amendment would delete the pro-
vision that bonds shall be redeemable after
b years without premium, so as to increase
the marketability of the bonds.

The need for the three departmental
amendments 1= more fully explained in the
departmental reports which follow.

HIGH INTEREST AND TIGHT MONEY

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I have
spoken many times against the hurtful
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effects of the Johnson high interest and
tight money policy. I am most reluctant
to attack the leadership of my own party
on matters of this sort, but unless current
policies are reversed, we face severe eco-
nomic dislocations. Some of these dis-
locations are already in evidence, par-
ticularly in housing.

The home mortgage market clearly
illustrates the problem. It is now com-
pletely demoralized, and homebuilding
and related industries are in a danger-
ous position. Insufficient funds are go-
ing into savings and loan associations
and other institutions customarily active
in home mortgage financing. The stop-
gap measures which have been advocated
by the Johnson administration to get
more funds into savings and loan institu-
tions are but pallid palliatives and, even
if successful on the surface, would not
touch the basic problems.

Housing starts in June were 18 percent
below the level of a year ago. Completed
homes are standing idle and empty.
This is not the result of a housing glut.
This is not the result of a lack of demand
for decent housing. Far from it. We
need much more housing than we have
been getting during recent years, and we
are now on the threshold of a new spurt
in family formations as the huge baby
crops of the late years of World War II
and the immediate postwar years reach
maturity.

The only reason we are not providing
adequate housing today is that those
who seek and need homes cannot borrow
the money to finance a purchase on rea-
sonable terms.

There are several facets to this prob-
lem, but for the moment I shall merely
cite a few statistics to illustrate the un-
necessary burden which is placed on the
young couple purchasing a home,

A $15,000, 30-year mortgage, at 6 per-
cent interest, requires a monthly pay-
ment for principal and interest in the
amount of $89.94. Counting postage,
this is a $90-per-month loan. On a simi-
lar loan at 4 percent interest, the pay-
ment is only $71.62.

Mr. President, some people may think
that a difference of $20 a month in a
payment on a small home is insignifi-
cant, but I suggest that it means a dif-
ference of whether or not a couple can
own a decent home in which to rear
their children.

Johnson interest rates are now higher
than Hoover interest rates.
go back 45 years, to the Harding admin-
istration, to find interest rates as high
as the interest rates of the Johnson ad-
ministration. They must come down.
At present interest rates, a home pur-
chaser must pay out $6,595.20 during the
life of a $15,000 mortgage, for which he
obtains no benefit.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator has expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator may
proceed for an additional 5 minutes.

Mr. GORE. I shall only regquire 2
minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GORE. Here is another aspect of
this problem. Lenders generally require

We must .
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that purchasers have an income of about
five times the amount of the monthly
payment on a house. A young couple
who could qualify for a $15,000 mortgage
at 4 percent interest, but who are pre-
sented with a 6 percent take-it-or-leave-
it mortgage, must go back to their rented
room and wait until their income in-
creases by about $90 per month before
they can qualify for the higher interest
rate mortgage.

Or, suppose this young couple, faced
with the arrival of children, are so des-
perate for a house that they must buy
whatever they can qualify to purchase.
If they can pay only $71.62 per month
for principal and interest, they could
buy a house with a $15,000 mortgage at
4 percent interest, But if they must pay
6 percent interest, their mortgage can-
not exceed approximately $12,000. In
other words, they must settle for a house
costing $3,000 less. If construction costs
run about $10 per square foot, this means
that they must settle for a two-bedroom
house when they need, perhaps, four bed-
rooms.

Mr. President, Johnson interest rates
must be brought down. If we are
threatened with inflation, and I think
we are, other actions must be taken which
will remove some of the pressure from
monetary policy. Action is needed; ac-
tion in the public interest is needed; ac-
tion in keeping with the traditions of the
Demoeratic Party is imperative.

THE AIRLINES STRIKE

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, the
Senate should act without delay to pass
legislation that will restore air service to
the 60 percent of the country which has
been denied it for over 3 weeks’ time.

The long and drawn out efforts at col-
lective bargaining have failed to bring
about a settlement in an industry whose
continued service is vital to our country’s
security and to the public interest of its
people.

Two suggestions have been made by
the members of the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare. Both of these sug-
gestions one under order of the President,
and the other under the order of the
Congress, would return the workers to
their jobs while the negotiations con-
tinue over a settlement of the wage dis-
pute.

By taking up this legislation today the
Congress can help to end the crippling
effects of this prolonged strike and dur-
ing the additional time provided by both
bills encourage a final settlement that
both union members and management
can approve.

The failure of individual members of
the International Association of Machin-
ists to approve on Sunday the settlement
which their leaders had recommended
will, in the long run, work to the disad-
vantage of organized labor generally.
The strike is adversely affecting not only
the 35,000 TAM members, but it also is
affecting countless thousands of workers
in other industries serving the traveling
public or relying on airline service. Hun-
dreds of thousands of would-be passen=-
gers have been inconvenienced.
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Thousands of business firms and hun-
dreds of thousands of union employees
of those firms are taking it on the chin.
Congress cannot let these growing eco-
nomic losses become an economic dis-
aster.

I have a warm place in my heart for
the unsung heroes of the aviation indus-
try who keep the planes fiying; who often
have to work in the middle of the night
to get engines back together on time;
who have the unglamorous jobs that the
average airline customer never sees. The
fellows who get grease on their hands
deserve a fair share of airline profits.
This has been my position over the years
in my dealings with the industry as
chairman of the Aviation Subcommittee.

However, feelings of sympathy for
some of these airline employees took a
nosedive after the published reports of
tactics used to encourage rejection of
their own union leaders’ recommenda-
tions. We are told that some members
of the union here in Washington might
have voted for the settlement but for the
cries of ridicule hurled at those who
openly sought to ratify the agreement.
The cause of the IAM would be better
served by leaving the name calling and
mudslinging to less honorable organi-
zations.

Free colleclive bargaining is a right
and privilege which should not be
abused. According to the press reports,
the IAM reported that 17,251 of its mem-
bers voted against accepting the pro-
posed contract; 6,587 voted for it; and
11,500 members failed to vote. The
total number voting against ratification
therefore was less than half the total
membership eligible to vote on the issue.
I believe it is both a responsibility as
well as a privilege for all members of the
IAM to stand up and be counted on a
matter of such consequence.

But that episode of this regrettable
labor-management tangle is now history.
Congress must now move quickly. This
strike definitely represents a substantial
threat to national security because of
its ever more serious effects upon inter-
state commerce.

THE AIRLINES STRIKE—AMEND-
MENT TO SENATE JOINT RESOLU-
TION 186

AMENDMENT NO. 721

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment to Senate
Joint Resolution 186. I spoke with ref-
erence to this amendment yesterday and
I wish to do so briefly today.

As indicated, the measure deals with
the airlines strike. The joint resolution
reported to the Senate by the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare contains a
provision that there may be, at a maxi-
mum, 180 days of negotiations. If at
the end of those 180 days no settlement
is reached, the status of the controversy
occupies the identical position that it
occupies today. No machinery is pro-
vided in the joint resolution for a final
settlement of the dispute.

My amendment, Mr. President, would
provide that after the 180 days have ex~
pired and no settlement has been
reached, the President shall then be di-
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-rected, at the request of either of the . Mr ; :
‘sent that my amendment be printed in
“the RECORD.

contesting parties, to appoint an Arbi-
tration Board to consist of not less than
five members. B

This Arbitration Board shall have as
membership a majority of persons who
are representatives of the public, and an
equal number of representatives to be
assigned to the union and to manage-
ment, respectively.

The Presidential Board so appointed
is empowered to take testimony, make
investigations, and to finally render a
decision that would be conclusive and
binding upon both parties in the dispute.
The Board would be required to act
within 60 days after the matter has been
submitted to it for arbitration.

The finding of the Board, as I have
said, would be conclusive and not ap-
pealable to the courts, except on the
claim that there had been a noncom-
pliance with the procedural machinery
set forth in the joint resolution as a
whole,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MonTtovA in the chair). The time of
the Senator has expired.

Mr. LAUSCHE, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 3 more minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I might
be asked why I propose this method of
finally disposing of the measure. In my
judgment there must be firmness on the
part of the Government in dealing with
a dispute between management and labor
that ties up the economy of the Nation
in a substantial manner.

Why should we allow a situation teo
exist which, after 180 days of negotiation,
added to the 25 days and more that have
already taken place and no settlement
has been reached, places the public in
the position it was in when the strike
started?

We should provide machinery that
would definitely settle this dispute. Un-
less provision is made for final settle-
ment, I submit that there is no incentive
and no pressure upon either of the parties
to act. They will be at work. The joint
resolution provides that whatever settle-
ment is reached, it shall be retroactive.

I repeat—what inducement, what in-
centive, what pressures are upon them
to act, if they know that the eventual
settlement will be retroactive?

The time has come when Congress
should say, “We will see to it that this
dispute will come to an end, and it will
come to an end on the basis of fairness to
both parties.”

Mr, President, is there any precedent
for what I am suggesting?

In the featherbedding argument of the
railroads, no adjustment could be
reached. The mediation boards made
recommendations. Presidential boards
also made recommendations, but no set-
tlement could be reached. One party
accepted the recommendation and the
other did not. Congress finally passed a
bill making arbitration mandatory after
all the preliminary steps of negotiation
had been completed. That is what my
amendment would provide.
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Mr. President, -I ask unanimous con-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment is as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 721

On page 4, between lines 6 and 7, insert
the following:

“8gc. 5. (a) If agreement has not been
reached prior to the date of expiration of the
final veriod of time which the President has
ordered pursuant to section 2 and a written
request 1s made by either party to the dis-
pute within fifteen days after such date, the
Mediation Board shall immediatel; notify
the President.

“(b) On recelpt of a notice referred to In
subsection (a), the President shall create a
Presidential Board to investigate and decide
such dispute. The Presidential Board shall
consist of not less than five members, a
majority of whom shall be public members
appointed by the President (one of whom
shall be designated Chalrman), with the
remaining members divided equally between
and designated by the carrier or carriers in-
volved and the representative or representa-
tives of the employees involved. No member
appointed by the President shall be finan-
cially or otkLerwise interested in any car-
rier or any organization of employees. If
elther party to the dispute shall fail or re-
fuse to designate its members within one
week following the appointment of the public
members, the President shali appoint such
members in the same manner as the public
members were appointed. In the event any
member of the Presidential Board is unable
or unwilling to serve, his successor shall be
appointed In the same manner in which he
was appointed. Each member of the Presi-
dential Board named by the parties to the
dispute shall be compensated by the party
naming him. Any member appointed by the
President shall be paid reasonable compensa-
tion for his services in an amount to be fixed
by the President, and shall be reimbursed for
his mnecessary traveling expenses and ex-
penses actually incurred while serving as a
member.

“(e) The Presidential Board shall have
power to conduct investigations and take
testimony at any place within or without the
United States. For the purpose of any hear-
ing conducted by such Board, the provisions
of sections 9 and 10 (relating to the attend-
ance of witnesses and the production of
books, papers, and documents) of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission Act of September 16,
1914, as amended (15 U.S.C. 49 and 50), are
hereby made applicable to the powers and
duties of such L

“(d) Upon the appointment of the Presi-
dential Board, such Board shall promptly
hold a public hearing of the parties with
reference to the dispute and shall make and
publish a report in writing with respect to
the dispute which shall state the findings,
conclusions, and decislon of the Board on
each of the issues involved on which the
parties have not reached agreement. Such
report shall be made within sixty days after
appointment of the Board, except that the
President, on good cause shown, may extend
such period.

*“{e) The decision of the Board shall be by
a majority of the whole Board. The rates of
pay or working conditions prescribed or ap-
proved by the Board in iis report shall be
just and reasonable and, unless set aside in
Jjudicial proceedings as hereinafter provided
or changed by voluntary agreement of the
parties, continue in effect until changed in
accordance with the provisions of the Railway
Labor Act. Such decision shall provide that
the wage provisions thereof shall be retroac-
tive to January 1, 1966,
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“{f) The report of the Presidential Board
and the transcript of the proceedings before
it, including the evidence, shall be filed with
the President and with the Natlonal Media-
tion Board. A copy of such report shall be
furnished each party to the proceeding.

“(g) In the event of disagreement between
the parties as to the meaning of the findings,
conclusions, or decisions, or as to the terms
of the detailed agreements or arrangements
necessary to give effect thereto, any party
may apply to the Presidential Board for a
clarification of its report, whereupon the
Board shall reconvene and shall, with or
without a further hearing, promptly issue
a further report setting forth its decision on
each of the issues involved in such disagree-
ment.

“{h) A report filed as herein provided
shall, unless set aside in judicial proceedings
as hereinafter provided, be conclusive and
binding on the parties and enforcible by
appropriate proceedings in the United States
District Court for the District of Columbia,
or the United States district court for any
district in which proceedings of the Presi-
dential Board were held, or the United
States district court for any district in which
any party is doing business.

“(1) Within thirty days after the filing of
the report a petition to impeach the report
may be filed in any United States district
court mentioned in the next preceding para-
graph by any party to said proceeding on any
one or more of the following grounds of
invalidity:

*{1) That the report clearly does not con-
form to the requirements laid down by this
Act for such reports, or that the proceedings
were not substantially in conformity with the
Act, but no such report shall be subject to
review on the ground that rates of pay or
working conditions prescribed therein, if any,
are not just and reasonable;

“(2) That the report does not conform to
the issues in the controversy submitted to
such Board;

“(3) That a member of such Board ren-
dering the report was guilty of fraud or cor-
ruption in connection therewith, or that a
party to such proceedings practiced fraud or
corruption which fraud or corruption af-
fected the report; or

“{4) That the report violates rights se-
cured by the Constitution of the United
States to any of the parties to the dispute or
to any employees bound by the report
therein.

“(]) No court shall entertain any such
petition to impeach a report on the ground
that such report is invalid for uncertainty;
but such report may be submitted to the
reconvened Presidential Board for interpre-
tation as provided by this Act. A report con-
tested as herein provided shall be construed
liberally by the court, with a view to favor-
ing its walidity, and no report shall be set
aside for trivial irregularity or clerical error,
going only to form and not to substance.

“(k) If the court shall determine that the
entire report is invalid on some ground or
grounds designated In this section as a
ground of invalidity, the court shall set
aside the entire report; but if the court shall
find that only a part of the report is invalid
and if such invalid part is separable from
the valld part the court may in its discre-
tlion set aside the entire report or set aside
only the invalid part.

(1) At the expiration of twenty days from
the decision of the district court upon the
petition filed as aforesald, the judgment of
the court shall be final unless during sald
twenty days either party shall appeal there-
from to the United States court of appeals.
The declsion of the court of appeals shall
be subject to review by the Supreme Court
upon writ of certiorarl or certification as
provided in section 1254 of title 28 of the
Unlted States Code.
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“{m) Upon the appolntment of a Presi-
dential Board under subsection (b), the
period of time provided for in section 10 of
the Rallway Labor Act, during which no
change except by agreement, shall be made
by the parties to the controversy, or affili-
ates of said parties, in the conditions out of
which the dispute arose, shall be reinstated
and shall continue in effect until the Presi-
dential Board shall have made its report and
such report shall have become final and
binding on the parties. During sald period
of time none of the parties to the controversy,
or affiliates of said parties shall engage in or
continue any strike or lockout."

On page 4, line 7, strike out “Sec. 5" and
insert “SEc. 6".

On page 4, line 10, after “section 2" in-
sert “or section 6 (m)".

On page 4, line 24, strike out “Sec. 6" and
insert “Sec. 7".

On page 5, line 9, strike out “and 5" and
insert "5, and 6".

On page 5, line 12, after *“section 3" in-
sert “and any declsion under section 5 (e)".

On page b, line 15, strike out “Sec. 7" and
insert “Sec. 8".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, printed,
and will lie on the table.

PROPOSED FEDERAL BANK FOR
RURAL ELECTRIC SYSTEMS

Mr., MOSS. Mr. President, there is
growing misunderstanding about the in-
tent and possible effect of the bill before
Congress to establish a Federal bank for
rural electric systems,

The purposes of the bill have never
been more clearly and simply explained
than in a letter written by Representa-
tive W. R. Poace, of Texas, one of the
chief sponsors of the bill in the House of
Representatives, to a banker in his State
who opposes the legislation.

Representative Poace discusses with
great reasonableness and admirable
clarity the alternatives to a Federal
bank, and invites suggestions, He
touches also on the relationship of the
rural electric cooperative to the investor-
owned utility company, and how this
might change should the cooperatives be
denied the type of help they are seek-
ing.
I ask unanimous consent to have the
letter prepared by Representative PoAGe
printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE
UNITED STATES, COMMITTEE ON
AGRICULTURE,

Washington, D.C.

Dear CONSTITUENT: Let me thank you for
your letter of recent date in which you ex-
press your opposition to the legislation
which I proposed, and I take it to all similar
legislation, which would gradually move the
financing of our rural electric and rural tele-
phone systems from direct 2% government
loans to loans from a credit bank patterned
after the farm credit institutions.

A number of bankers and power company
officials have written me similar letters. I,
of course, wish there was an opportunity to
sit down and talk to each and everyone who
is interested in this problem. Unfortu-
nately, there is no such opportunity. I think
that basically most of these letters, par-
ticularly those from bankers, are based upon
their objection, not so much to the require-
ment that the rural electric and telephone
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systems should get their money from private
rather fhan government sources, as it is to
their objection to the cooperative system of
doing business.

I know that there is much serious and
even violent difference of opinion in regard
to cooperatives. The pending bill makes no
change whatever in the prerogatives and the
duties of cooperatives. It does not attempt
to decide whether they are good or bad. It
recognizes the existence of cooperatives and
deals with the situation as we find it. I
think, however, In this connection that
many of these letters indicate a serious mis-
understanding of the present financing of
rural electric and telephone systems,

The REA offers loans to cooperatives and
to private stock [investor-owned] companies
on exactly the same basis and for exactly the
eame purposes. It is true that there are a very
few—I believe about 26—private power com-
panies that have availed themselves of the
opportunity to make these cheap loans.
Whether this reluctance to use REA loans
is due to the fact that the companies
actually pass the cost of interest on to their
customers or whether it is due to the fact
that they do not want to accept the respons-
ibilities of providing so-called area service
to all in a service area, as is required of
REA borrowers, I do not know, but I do know
that REA loans are available to the private
companies if they want them. Second about
% of all of the telephone loans are presently
being made to privately owned stock com-
panies rather than to cooperatives.

I think, therefore, that it is rather inac-
curate and misleading to try to either sup-
port this legislation on the basis of one's like
or disllke of cooperatives. Rather, I think
the essential question is: Do we want to move
the financing of these rural systems from
the direct 2% government loans to loans
made by a separate financing agency at a
higher rate of interest?

For all of those who can pay the higher
interest rate, I think the answer is clearly
“yes". The legislation referred to would,
if passed, for the first time in our history
establish a policy of orderly transfer from
dependence upon the government to de-
pendence upon private resources. This is
not a wild, untried, or vislonary scheme,
It Is basically what has been done by the
Land Banks for half a century. Every dollar
of the original Land Bank stock was govern-
ment money. Today there is no government
money in the Land Banks. It took the
National Farm Loan Associations, the local
lending agencles, about 35 years to pay out
this government stock, The Banks for Coop-
eratives, although established much later,
have been paying out at a more rapid rate.
Indeed, they have paid out almost 25 of
the government stock in ten years' time and,
as you know, the Houston Bank is completely
pald out. The Intermediate Credit System
has not moved so successfully but it has
returned approximately 50% of the govern-
ment capital.

Let us assume that these rural systems will
not be as successful as any of the Farm
Credit systems. Isn't it still wise to move
in the direction of private ownership rather
than to continue the poliey of 100% govern-
ment loans? And even though we can't re-
move all of the subsidy at this time, isn't
it desirable to make a start toward reducing
the subsidy? And certainly, this bill makes
that start. I think that the direction in
which one is traveling is often more impor-
tant than is his location.

If we do not pass this bill we are not
golng to eliminate the REA system. It sim-
ply means that we will go on making a fight
each year about how much government
money we are going to put into the system.
For the past several years we have been
putting in a little more than $300 million a
year. This legislation would put only $50
million a year into the stock of the electric
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bank and every dollar of it would be from
the repayment of outstanding REA loans, not
new money out of the Treasury. In view of
this I am somewhat at a loss to understand
your statement that “the establishment of
Federal banking for rural electric and rural
telephone systems would be an erosion of
private enterprise.”

Surely, neither you nor any other com-
mercial bank is financing the capital needs
of our exlsting rural electric and rural tele-
phone systems. Certaln commercial banks
are financing and will continue to finance
the normal operating needs of these systems,
just as they are other local business enter-

Of course, I am in no position to know
Just what information has been presented by
those who oppose this legislation but ap-
parently it must have been far from
thorough.

You did not raise the question but several
of my correspondents have, and I feel that
there are at least two other items that must
be considered.

The first relates to the nature of rural
service. There are many who write me and
say that since practically all of our homes
are today electrified, there is no further need
for REA and there should be no further loans.
As a banker you are particularly aware of the
fact that practically every line of business
is finding 1t necessary to expand its capitali-
zatlion. Most business institutions find it
utterly impossible to continue to exist if they
simply retain their existlng size and make
no effort to modernize, improve or expand
their business to keep up with the customer
demand. Certainly the electric business is
no exception. The private power companies
currently are making something like 5 bil-
lion a year in capital expenditures. This is
just about the sum total of loans which
has been advanced to REA cooperatives over
a period of thirty years.

Obviously, these rural systems are going
to have to modernize at at least the same
rate that the larger privately urban systems
are, and probably they must spend at least
a larger percentage of their present valuation
because of the very nature of their scattered
customers—so I reach the inescapable con-
clusion that if we are going to maintain rural
service which is comparable to the service
provided in the citles, and I think we should,
that the rural systems are going to have to
have a substantial amount of new capital.

This raises the corollary guestion of the
interest rates that these rural systems can
pay and the obligation, if any, on the part
of the government to assist or subsidize.
Obviously, strictly rural service is not, in
most cases, profitable. The power companles
did not give any general rural service prior
to the time the REA began making its loans.
They did not consider it profitable. When
the power companies did offer a competitive
rural service, they were able to do so by add-
ing any losses that they might sustain in
rural service to the charges collected against
their urban customers. Since most of the
private power companies operate under ex-
clusive franchises which give them a mo-
nopoly in about 999 of the more profitable
areas of the United States, they are still able
to do this, and I recognize that it can be
argued that the way to get rural service is
to have the power companles charge for serv-
ice on what might be called a “postal” rate
system—that is, the same rate in urban and
rural areas regardless of the cost of supply-
ing the power. This would, of course, effec-
tively move the burden that is now carried
by the taxpayers to the consumers of elec-
tricity in urban areas.

Frankly, in view of the ever-increasing po-
litical power of these urban areas, it seems to
me to be rather unrealistic to expect govern-
mental support of any such system. On the
other hand, we cannot overlook the fact that
while REA filnanced electric cooperatives sell
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only 6% of the electricity sold in the United
States, they own and service 564% of the line
mileage, and whereas the average privately
owned utility has a customer density of
about 34 customers per mile, the average
REA financed cooperative has a customer
density of only about 3.2 customers per mile,
The figures for rural telephone systems are
roughly comparable when compared with the
patronage of the Bell system. To me this
makes 1t absolutely clear that If we are golng
to continue to provide rural electric and rural
telephone service that we are going to have
to find favorable credit terms.

I have repeatedly asked those who object
to this bill to suggest just what they would
do. Most of the objectors preface their state-
ment of objections by some declaration to the
effect that “no living person is a greater
friend of REA than I am but—". Very few,
if any, of these objectors have even sought to
suggest just how they would deal with the
problem and yet I think it is clear that if they
do not deal with it—that is, if we collectively
do not deal with it, and if the rural electric
cooperatives are denied the type of self-help
which they are seeking, that they will become
even more, not less, severe competitors with
the private utilities, to the detriment of all
concerned.

It is certainly true that if all subsidized
financing were removed, some of the cooper-
atives would collapse. Some would be taken
over by private systems., Some would simply
disintegrate. Some would consolidate with
their neighbors, and most of these consoli-
dated groups, and many of the existing or-
ganizations, would immediately cast about
for more profitable fields, It s true that as
of any given moment the private utilitles
have their urban service protected against
competition from these cooperatives by ex-
clusive franchise, but over the nation these
franchises are constantly coming up for re-
newal. Under the existing law and under the
proposed bill the power companies are pro-
tected against any possible competition in all
of the larger cities and against all practical
competition in at least 98% of the smaller
communities. If, however, these rural sys-
tems cease to become borrowers from the
government or the government sponsored
bank, there will be no restraint on their ter-
ritorial operations except such as is imposed
by local authorities.

Knowing American communities and
American politics, don't you know, and
doesn't every power official know, that this
situation would cause friction in a thousand
cities over the United States. Surely no re-
sponsible power official is naive enough to
believe that he can take away the restraining
influence of the governmental or govern-
mentally sponsored credit without creating
chaos In the matter of service in their urban
areas. I believe that you will agree with me
that this kind of cutthroat competition
would be bad. I believe you will agree that
it is desirable to move as much of the credit
to these rural systems from the government
to a credit bank which the rural systems will
themselves ultimately own. I belleve you
will agree that it is desirable to begin reduc-
ing the subsidy as promptly as we can, and I
hope you will agree that we should not deny
subsidized credit to those rural sysiems that
obviously cannot pay commercial rates and
maintain thelr existence, The proposed leg-
islation attempts to achieve these objectives
and it proposes to do it by a method which
has been tried successfully for more than
half a century.

There are two other possibly relatively
minor items that I think must be considered.
The first is the charge contained in so many
letters that the passage of this bill would
“remove all congressional control” over the
bank. I doubt that you would argue that
the Federal Government has no control over
national banks, and yet 1t does not name any
of the directors or officers. So long as the
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Federal Government has any money in these
banks it will participate in the management,
and until a majority of the Federal invest-
ment is pald off it will have absolute con-
trol. Even down the line when all govern-
ment money is out of the bank it will still
be subject to the congressional power and
Congress can, if 1t should provide, determine
the purpose for which loans may be made,
the size of the loans, terms, etc. Frankly, I
cannot see how anyone who has read the
bill can seriously urge this objection.

The second item relates to the fact that
there are a great many people charging that
this bill would provide seven and one-half
billion dollars of interest free government
money. Of course, this statement derives
from the fact that the bill provides for $50
million per year investment by the govern-
ment, which, over a 15-year period, makes
#750 million, or exactly 1/10 of the amount
usually mentioned. The bill also provides,
as does the Farm Credit legislation, that the
bank may issue debentures to ten times the
amount of its capital. Incidentally, Federal
National Mo Assoclation legislation
now pending would authorize FNMA deben-
tures to 15 times the amount of the capital.
It is then argued that since the government
will guarantee these debentures that the
government stands to lose $7!% billlon. I
think that we can only judge the future by
the past. During the last 30 years REA
has advanced loans of $5 billilon and has
suffered losses of only $47,000. Even if the
loss ratio in the future were 10 times as much
as it has been in the past this guarantee obll-
gation of the government would be abso-
lutely nil because earnings on the balance
of the loans would far more than offset these
losses.

It seems to me that these criticisms are
thrown into the picture more for the purpose
of creating prejudice than to contribute to
the solution of a very real problem.

I make no claim that any of the proposals
before the Congress are perfect. On the con-
trary, I invite constructive suggestions from
all who want to offer them, but I again sug-
gest, and I hope that you will agree, that
those who oppose this approach should es-
tablish their sincerity by pointing out ex-
actly how they feel we should finance the
continuing development of our rural electric
and telephone service. The Congress wants
and welcomes advice and counsel from the
electric industry, the banking industry and
the rural systems but it does not propose to
allow the power companies or any other
group to slmply exerclse a veto over every
suggestion that is made. We welcome par-
ticlpation in our councils but we feel there
iz an obligation to seriously counsel, not
simply condemn.

As an 1llustration of what I think we have
a right to expect from the opponents, let me
point out that the original bill, while pro-
viding for the acquisition of stock by the
local rural systems, did not, in the opinion
of some of its critics, make sure that there
would be a definite retirement of govern-
ment stock equal to the amount of stock pur-
chased. While I was not, and am not, sure
that there was any legal merit to this posi-
tion, I felt that we should be absolutely
sure that this would be the case and im-
mediately proposed an amendment to make
it quite clear that such transfer must take
place.

The private companies have long expressed
criticism of the practice of lending money
for bullding generating plants which they
have at some later date stated were uneco-
nomical. They raised the same objection in
connection with this bill. As you are doubt-
less aware, I proposed an amendment, which
is In the compromise measure, requiring that
before any money can be loaned to bulld
generating plants that there must be public
invitations for competitive bids, and that
no such loan can be made if It develops
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that private companies actually offer to sell
the power on the terms and at the location
needed more cheaply than the power can be
provided by a new plant.

I suggested these amendments not for the
purpose of representing cooperative interests
but because there seemed to me to be justi-
fication in the criticism. Personally, I would
certainly accept any other amendments
where the proponents or opponents could
make what seemed to me to be a sound case,
and I think that those who oppose the bill
should be willing to approach it with the
same willingness to accept those features
which the rural systems can show are fair
and needed.

I have gone into some detail because I be-
lieve you are seriously interested and because
I respect your views. I know that you will
give equal consideration to my views.

Thanking you, and with all good wishes,
Iam,

Sincerely yours,
W. R. PoAGE,
Congressman.

TIME FOR TREASURY TO STOP
ROADBLOCE AGAINST SBIC TAX
INCENTIVES

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be al-
lowed to proceed during the morning
hour for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, last
Friday, the Subcommittee on Small Busi-
ness of the Committee on Banking and
Currency concluded 3 days of com-
prehensive hearings on the small busi-
ness investment company program. I
am chairman of that subcommitee, and
chaired those hearings.

The Small Business Investment Act of
1958 established a program:

To stimulate and supplement the flow of
private equity capital and long-term loan
funds which small business concerns need
for the sound financing of their business op-
erations and for their growth, expansion, and
modernization.

The act was the result of the some 30
years of study by various private and
Government agencies as well as the Con-
gress with respect to the financing needs
of small business.

Mr. President, if I recall correctly, this
was done by a Senator from Texas, now
President Johnson, who was the author
of that bill.

Our own Subcommittee on Small Busi-
ness managed the legislation which cul-
minated in the passage of the 1958 act in
the 85th Congress, and it has conducted
studies and hearings relative to the pro-
gram in every succeeding Congress, rec-
ommending major amendments which
were subsequently approved in the 86th,
87th, and 88th Congresses.

The hearings which we concluded last
Friday were prompted by reports of
“problem” companies in the program.
Those reports prompted us to launch a
searching inquiry into all facets of the
program.

I am pleased to report to the Senate
that our hearings produced dramatic
and persuasive evidence of the essential
soundness and value of the SBIC pro-
gram. Testimony from witnesses rep-
resenting the Small Business Adminis-
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tration and other Government agencies
concerned with the program, spokesmen
for the industry and small businessmen
who have benefited from the use of SBIC
funds demonstrated clearly that the
SBIC’s are indeed doing an effective job.

We heard testimony to the effect that
some 20,000 small business concerns have
received almost $1 billion in financing
in the relatively few years since this pio-
neering program was launched. This
billion dollars does not include hundreds
of millions of additional bank credit for
small business that SBIC loans have
made possible.

As for the ‘“problem” companies, I am
confident that the Small Business Ad-
ministration is determined and able to
cope with them. But, as one of the wit-
nesses testified, even if the “problem”
companies are removed from the pro-
gram, much, much more needs to be done
by way of legislation to insure the long-
term success of this pioneering effort in
behalf of small business.

I am personally convinced of the great
worth of this program and of the need
for new and imaginative action on the
part of the Congress and the executive
branch to give the SBIC program the
impetus it needs to accomplish the mis-
sion which we have assigned to it.

While SBIC financial assistance to
some 20,000 small business concerns in
a period of less than 8 years is highly
commendable, this number is but a small
fraction of the 4.5 million business en-
tities in this country eligible for SBIC
assistance and the vast numbers of small
business concerns needing SBIC-type fi-
nancing.

Our hearings have persuaded me that
this program can achieve its great prom-
ise only if we, the Congress, help it in two
important areas—tax incentives and ad-
ditional leverage.

I shall speak of leverage at another
time, but today I wish to speak particu-
larly about the tax aspects of the SBIC
program.

My colleagues will recall that the Tech-~
nical Amendments Act of 1958 added
three new provisions to the Internal Rev-
enue Code, all with the avowed purpose
of encouraging private investment in
SBIC’s. One of those provisions—section
243(a) (2)—gave SBIC's a 100-percent
dividends received deduction on divi-
dends received from small corporations
from which they purchased stock. Nor-
mally, a domestic corporation is entitled
to a dividends received deduction of just
85 percent on dividends received from a
domestic corporation.

Another provision—section 1242—gave
stockholders in an SBIC an ordinary loss
deduction, rather than a capital loss de-
duction, where they incurred a loss on
the sale or exchange of their stock in an
SBIC. The third provision added to the
Internal Revenue Code in 1958—section
1243—gave the SBIC an ordinary loss
deduction, rather than a capital loss de-
duction, where it incurred a loss on the
sale or exchange of convertible deben-
tures acquired from small business con-
cerns financed by it, or where the loss
was on stock acquired through exercise
of the conversion privilege.
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One other provision—section 542(c)
(8) —was added to the code in 1959 in
an effort to exempt SBIC’s from the sur-
tax on personal holding companies.

Of these four tax provisions, you will
note that two of them are essentially
negative, one is defensive in nature, and
only one offers any positive incentive to
private investors.

The provisions relative to ordinary loss
treatment on SBIC stock and on SBIC
losses on convertible debentures merely
cushion losses incurred by stockholders
and SBIC's. The personal holding com-
pany surtax exemption, admittedly defi-
cient and ineffective, is purely defensive.
The only positive incentive to private in-
vestors is contained in the provision per-
mitting SBIC's a 100-percent dividznds
received deduction.

But the latter provision has been of
very limited effect for the reason that
dividends declared by small business
concerns seeking SBIC financing are very
meager and very infrequent. And by
their very nature dividends will probably
continue meager. Capital gains are
likely to be the prime basis for SBIC
gain,

One overriding conclusion I reached as
a result of our hearings was that we must
do more—much more—in the tax area if
we are to encourage additional private
investment in this program.

The disturbing fact is that despite the
significant accomplishments of this pro-
gram to date, this year 1966 has seen
more private funds leave the program
than come into it. We must reverse this
trend prompitly and drastically, and I am
convinced that changes in the tax laws
relating to SBIC's and their shareholders
offer one of the most promising routes
to this goal.

This brings me to one of the more dis-
turbing aspects of our hearings: we were
reminded that legislation seeking to im-
prove the tax climate for SBIC’s and
their shareholders has been introduced
in every Congress since the enactment of
the Small Business Investment Act of
1958. But except for the 1959 provision
purporting to grant an exemption to
SBIC’s from the personal holding com-
pany surtax, not one tax proposal has
been enacted into law.

The distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama, chairman of the Select Committee
on Small Business—in my judgment, the
ablest man in Congress in this fleld—
and I am talking about the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. SpARKMAN], sponsored S.
979 when it was introduced in the Sen-
ate on February 6, 1959,

He also sponsored S. 903 when it was
introduced in the Senate in February of
1961. He also sponsored S. 297 which
was introduced in the Senate on Jan-
uary 18, 1963, and in the present Con-
gress, he is the sponsor of S. 1854,

Every one of these bills has represented
the sound and thoughtful thinking of the
distinguished Senator from Alabama, the
membership of the Select Committee on
Small Business, and industry leaders con-
cerned with the success of the SBIC pro-
gram.

It is a sad fact, however, that not one
of these bills has been enacted into law.
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One of the most discouraging aspects
of our hearings was the testimony of a
spokesman for the Treasury Department
who told our subcommittee last Friday
that while Treasury has been studying
S. 1854 for many months, it has not
yet taken a stand for or against the pro-
visions of that bill. We were informed
that the Treasury Department wants
more evidence of the need for additional
tax legislation and proof of the worth of
the program.

I say the record of our hearings offers
all the evidence needed by the Treasury
or any other body concerned with the
future of this most promising program.
I say that the SBIC program has proven
its worth, but that it needs major addi-
tional incentives to achieve its great
promise, and that one area in which the
Congress could act most effectively would
be in offering positive tax incentives to
SBIC’s and their shareholders, both
those now in the program and others
we would hope would come into it, given
meaningful incentives to do so.

S. 1854 is really a rather modest bill.
It seeks merely to clarify the types of
financing instruments on which SBIC’s
may establish bad debt reserves and seeks
to correct the personal holding company
surtax exemption which Congress sought
to extend to SBIC’s in 1959. Its one
major proposal would permit all SBIC’s,
whether or not registered under the In-
vestment Company Act of 1940, to elect
to be taxed as regulated investment com-
panies. Such companies can, of course,
pass through their earnings to their
shareholders without payment of cor-
porate income tax. Mutual funds are
the best known type of regulated invest-
ment company.

This incentive, if extended to all
SBIC's, would no doubt encourage sub-
stantially greater private investment in
this program. And Congress set that as
one of its goals in launching the SBIC
program in 1958.

S. 1854 would also permit an SBIC to
be a shareholder in a subchapter S cor-
poration, thus enabling SBIC's to extend
their financial and management assist-
ance to an important area of our econ-

omy.

I say that S. 1854 is a modest bill. I
say that Treasury should have concluded
its study of the bill and made a report
to the Congress many months ago. I
am asking the Secretary of the Treasury
to let me have the views of his Depart-
ment on that bill at the earliest possible
date.

I earnestly hope that the Treasury
Department will find it agrees with the
bill or at least suggest amendments or
modifications of the bill, or, it would be
better even to say that it opposes it
rather than say nothing, for then we
could start to take action. For 6 long
years the Treasury Department has re-
fused to act. One of the urgent needs
has been to provide equity financing for
small business. Instead, small business
has been standing still. All of us favor
small business. All of us recognize the
serious problems facing small business.
The most serious handicap is inadequate
capital. This bill proposes to remedy
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that. The proposal of the Senator from
Alabama [Mr, SpaREMAN] is designed to
accelerate it. I think the Treasury De-
partment should act.

I expect to have other tax proposals at
a later date to offer to the Senate in
order to strengthen the SBIC program,
but I am hopeful that with the coopera-
tion of the Treasury Deparfment, we
may yet be able to enact much-needed
tax legislation on behalf of SBIC’s in
the present Congress.

SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM PRO-
GRESSES IN HOUSE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
was delighted to learn last Friday that
the House Agriculture Committee had
reported legislation extending the school
milk program for 4 years, This pro-
vision was part of a larger child nutri-
tion bill which is quite similar to the El-
lender child nutrition legislation, S. 34617.
However, there is this one important
difference. The House bill, HR. 13361,
makes it crystal clear that the school
milk program is not a part of the school
lunch program but, rather, is a separate
and distinet entity.

Similar legislation was ordered re-
ported by the House Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor. Once again the legis-
lation makes it clear that the school
milk program is to continue to exist as a
separate entity.

However, the fact that two similar
bills have been acted upon by two House
Committees raises the danger that a
jurisdictional fight will develop. I sin-
cerely hope that this jurisdictional ques-
tion will be resolved so that the House
can act guickly on a school milk pro-
gram extension. School administrators
as well as parents and children all across
the country are eagerly awaiting Con-
gress’ final word on this important issue.

THE ATRLINES STRIKE
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that additional staff
members of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare may have the privilege
of the floor during consideration of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 186.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, the
airline strike is now in its 26th day. The
damage which has been inflicted on our
economy is incalculable. When we in-
quire about the amount of damage being
done, it is almost impossible to ascertain
it. The interest of the general public,
which is of paramount importance, is
seriously affected. In the public interest
and the interest of the parties to the dis-
pute it is essential that Congress take
afirmative action to settle the pending
strike without passing the “buck” to the
President.

I was personally disappointed with the
resolution which came from the Labor
and Public Welfare Committee, for it
seemed to me to take a hide-and-seek
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approach to this emergency. As a mat-
ter of fact, it seems to me the resolution
tries to take the responsibility which is
that of the Congress and transfer it to
the executive branch of the Government.

As we look at the resolution, it states
that Congress finds and declares that
emergency measures are essential to the
settlement of this dispute, and so forth.

Then in section 2 it makes it dis-
cretionary on the part of the President as
to whether he wants to invoke the au-
thority granted by the resolution. In
other words the authority is entirely per-
missive. Let me quote from page 2 of the
report which states as follows:

The authority vested in the President by
this resolution is ent.u'ely perm&sslva. The
President is not required, nor is he neces-
sarlly expected, to exercise that authority.

The President, both under the Nation-
al Labor Relations Act, and the Railway
Labor Act, is vested with discretionary
authority.

I ask, What answer is this that has
been brought to the Senate by the com-
mittee?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SMATHERS. Let me finish this
thought, and then I shall be glad to yield.

This matter is before the Congress of
the United States because the Constitu-
tion of the United States provides that
Congress has the power to regulate inter-
state commerce. We ought to do it. We
ought to affirmatively deal with an emer-
gency which substantially threatens in-
terstate commerce and deprives any sec-
tion of the country of essential transpor-
tation. We know we have the power to
do it. By the resolution we are trying
to abrogate what is our constitutional
responsibility and let it be decided by the
President. It seems to me that we are
the ones, as the representatives of the
people, the only spokesmen for the peo-
ple, who should act on the matter. How-
ever, I hope the distinguished Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morse]l will offer his
resolution, known as the Morse resolu-
tion, which seeks to bring about what
I think provides for a realistic settlement
of the dispute.

Now I am happy to yield to the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, the State of Louisiana has not been
injured by the strike nearly as much as
have the States of Florida and Hawaii,
among others. It seems to me if we are
to make this our responsibility, we ought
to vote on it or leave it. I am not happy
to vote to force laboring men to go back
to work when they do not want to; but
if we must do it, then let us do it. If we
do not want to do it, vote against the
resolution, rather than throw a hot pota-
to to the President and expect him to
take care of the situation when it is not
the authority and responsibility of the
President to do so.

When the people of my State ask
whether I voted to end the strike, I would
prefer to be able to say that I either did
or did not. I would not like to say: “I
gjsssed the buck to the President, talk to

m."”
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Mr. SMATHERS. I agree 100 percent.
After 26 days, the airline strike has in-
jured the Nation. Let us not here fo-
day abandon our just responsibility by
transferring it to the President to exer-
cise it for us. Let us give him a bill
that provides for afirmative action in the
settlement of this dispute. I feel con-
fident he will join with the Congress and
sign such a measure. In this way we
maintain and preserve the separation of
power concept of government.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield on that
point?

Mr. SMATHERS. Iyield.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. The
fundamental question is whether a na-
tional emergency exists. I know that
85 percent of passenger air transporta-
tion service to my own city of Boston
has been disrupted because of this strike.
I am aware that the vacation industry of
my State, which is our third largest in-
dustry, has been hard pressed as a re-
sult of this strike.

I am sympathetic with the question
raised by the Senator from Florida and
his references to the tremendous losses
that have taken place. But one of the
basic questions raised in the committee
over the last 5 days was whether this
strike constituted a national emergency.
On that very point, the Secretary of
Labor, in testifying, questioned whether
there was a national emergency. At the
same time the distinguished Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morse]l modified his
resolution to apply section 10 of the Rail-
way Labor Act, because the administra-
tion had not stated that there was an
emergency.

Mr. SMATHERS, Mr. President, may
I respond to that particular point?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Yes.

Mr. SMATHERS. In the resolution
reported by the Labor and Public Welfare
Committee it is stated:

The Congress therefore finds and declares
that emergency measures are essential to the
settlement of this dispute and to the security
and continuity of transportation services by
such carriers.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
That is correct.

Mr. SMATHERS. In the report it is
stated that the dispute, under section 10
of the Railway Labor Act, threatens sub-
stantially to interrupt interstate com-
merce to a degree such as to deprive a
section of the country of essential trans-
portation service.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. On
that very point, as the Senator from
Florida knows full well, this language is
used in the Railway Labor Act, and is
entirely different from the language
which applies to national health, wel-
fare, and safety in the Taft-Hartley Act,
and focuses over definition of “national
emergency.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have 2
additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. EKENNEDY of Massachusetts.
This resolution uses the Railway Labor
Act language. That language has been
applied 167 times since the enactment of
the Railway Labor Act, saying that es-
sential transportation service for a par-
ticular section of the country has been
affected in such a way to merit the estab-
lishment of an emergency board under
that act. We agree with that. That
language has been put into this measure.

Mr. SMATHERS. May I ask the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts this question?
Is it not a fact that we have a very seri-
ous situation, and we want it fo end, and
that Congress has authority to end it?

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. The
statement of the Senator is eminently
correct.

Mr. SMATHERS. Then I ask the Sen-
ate, “Why do we not act?”

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
would point out to the Senator from
Florida that the proposed legislation re-
ported by the committee is consistent
with the legislative procedures that have
been followed in these matters by Con-
gress over the years. Traditionally we
have given the power to the President to
call emergency procedures into play
when he determines there is a national
emergency. It is not the Senate which
has exercised that authority in the past.

Mr. SMATHERS. Congress can de-
clare a national emergency at any time.
The Senator is incorrect about that.

Mr. EKENNEDY of Massachusetts.
That would be an extraordinary exercise
of legislative power. TUnder the Taft-
Hartley Act and under the Railway
Labor Act, the President of the United
States has the authority. I ask the
Senator from Florida if he does not agree
on this point——

Mr. SMATHERS. No, I do not agree.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
ask him if he will not agree on this
one point: With all the available re-
sources which are available to the Presi-
dent of the United States, understand-
ing the demands and the disruption
which are evidenced in Florida and
which are evidenced in Massachusetts,
and the effects on national defense, the
President of the United States is in the
best position to determine when extraor-
dinary action is needed. We can try to
get the evidence before our respective
committees, but we must rely on admin-
istration witnesses. And the Secretary
of Labor was not prepared to state that
there was a national emergency.

Mr. SMATHERS. My whole point
is—

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. If
the Secretary of Labor, with all the re-
sources available to him, says there is
not a national emergency, does not the
Senator agree that it is not unreasonable
for us at least to consider that statement
as having some weight?

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I am
not interested in what the administra-
tion is or is not doing. What I am in-
terested in, and what I think we have
got to do, is to face up to our own respon-
sibility. Under the Constitution, Con-
gress regulates interstate commerce.
The Constitution gives us the authority
and the right to declare a national emer-
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gency. We either have a national emer-
gency now, or are about to have one. I

‘think we are having one.

Again I ask the Senate, “Why do not
we act?” We have the authority to do
it. The time has come for us to do it.
I say it is not right for us to take this
hot potato and try to pass it on to the
President. The situation is serious and
we should face up to our own respon-
sibility.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. SMATHERS. Iam happy to yield
to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, if we are going to vote for some-
thing, I would very much dislike to vote
for a resolution that says Eastern Air-
lines will fly to Miami, but not to New
Orleans.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have 2
additional minutes, 1 for the Senator and
1 for myself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It seems to
me that if we are going to vote to end
this strike, we ought to vote to end the
strike, and if we are not going to vote
to end the strike, we should vote not to
end it. But I should hate to have voted
for something, and then have somebody
ask me, “What did you do? Did you
vote to have the airlines fly from New
Orleans to Washington, or not?” and
have to say, “I do not know; what I voted
to do was to throw a hot potato into the
lap of the President.”

Mr. SMATHERS. The report says
that the President is not required nor is
he necessarily expected to exercise this
authority. It is purely permissive on the
part of the President. If that is not
throwing a “hot potato” into his lap
then I am at a loss to clearly understand
the action of the committee in reporting
this type of resolution to the Senate.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield first to the
Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the debate may
continue for 5 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE. I would not take the
floor at this time, were it not for the
fact that the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KennNeEpY] has brought my
name into the discussion. I shall an-
swer the Senator from Massachusetts at
some length this afternoon, as to the
differences between my proposal and the
resolution that he and the others who
wish to pass the buck to the President
of the United States are proposing, rather
than assume what I consider to be their
clear legislative responsibility here on
the floor of the Senate.

It is true that I changed my resolu-
tion from what it was in the first place,
from the use of the national emergency
language of Taft-Hartley to the emer-
gency language of the Railway Labor Act.
But I would not wish what the Senator
has said to imply that I do not think
there is a national emergency. I have
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sald from the very beginning that there
is a national emergency.

There is a national emergency, in my
judegment, factually, under the definitive
terms of Taft-Hartley, but that does not
apply to the case at all, for the airlines
do not come under Taft-Hartley, they
come under the Railway Labor Act. But
there is an emergency under the pro-
visions of the Railway Labor Act, which
deals with this question of fact, “Is there
a substantial interruption of essential
transportation in various sections of the
country?”

There is no question about it.
precedents are legion.

But let me say that I, too, am at a
loss to understand the report, and I am
at a loss, and have been from the be-
ginning to understand why Senators do
not wish to pass legislation to order this
strike brought to an end, in the interest
of the party that now has become the
most important of all three parties in
this dispute—the public.

When we are dealing with a regulated
industry—and they do not like to talk
about this, may I say respectfully—an
industry on which the taxpayers have
spent hundreds of millions of dollars to
provide the work opportunities for these
men in the airports that they have built,
and fto provide the private enterprise
opportunity for the carriers, the public
are entitled to some consideration in re-
gard to this interruption of essential
transportation into various sections of
the country. That is what we are deal-
ing with here.

Of course, when the President signs a
bill, he joins with Congress, then, in a
measure such as I shall propose to end
the strike. Why does not Congress wish
to join with the President in passing a
resolution which, before it becomes law,
the President will have to sign, in which
Congress votes to end the strike, and,
if the President signs it, the strike will
be ended?

Unfortunately, it is close to elections,
and—speaking very respectfully—we
have some Senators and Representatives
who say, “Oh, no, the President is not
a candidate in 1966, but we are.”

What is that a surrender to? To cer-
tain men now sitting in the gallery lis-
tening to this debate, the labor lobbyists,
who have brought forth a labor lobby
against Congress the like of which I have
not seen in my 21 years of service here.
I have never surrendered to them nor to
any other lobby, and I do not intend to
surrender to them today. I intend to
continue to support the public interest.
That is the way to be fair to the workers
in this industry.

I repeat, if we pass legislation in which
Congress assumes its responsibility and
does not pass the buck to the White
House, and the President signs that leg-
islation, then the President and Con-
gress will join as partners—as they
should—on such legislation to bring this
strike to an end, protecting these men
for a fair settlement, and giving them
retroactivity when they finally reach a
collective bargaining agreement.

That is the issue before Congress, and
the senior Senator from Oregon does not
intend, in the debate that will take place

The
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this afternoon, to let the opponents ever
get away from that issue.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the
Senator from Florida has asked the ques-
tion, “Why do we not act?” There has
been no answer given to that question,
except what the Senator from Oregon
has just said. I think it is obvious that
we are hesitating and refusing to act be-
cause we have a fear of fulfilling our
responsibility.

It is simple to find excuses when we do
not want to act. One excuse for our fail-
ure to act is that we are not confronted
with an emergency affecting the national
interest. I cannot subseribe to that ex-
cuse. It is a convenient one. It is ad-
vocated for the purpose of avoiding the
fulfillment of our responsibility.

I subscribe to what the junior Senator
from Florida has said. I am not overly
concerned whether the White House is
fulfilling its responsibility.

Our concern should be over whether we
are prepared fo fulfill our responsibility
or whether we are prepared to cringe on
the floor of the Senate in abject surren-
der, lying face downward because we fear
to fulfill our responsibility.

I believe that we are faced with a na-
tional emergency. The economy is af-
fected. It is our responsibility to act in
the interest of the people of the United
States, and I contemplate doing that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Florida and other Senators
who wish to debate the question may
have 5 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Rhode Island is recognized.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the Senator
from Florida has spoken very well and
I am sure, correctly concerning the air-
line dispute, and how it affects his own
State. I realize that it has a most del-
eterious effect in Florida and in many
other areas of the country.

‘What proportion of intercity passenger
and freight traffic would have to be af-
fected, for a strike to be called a national
emergency or a threat to the national
interest?

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr, President, I am
not able to answer that. I do not even
want to speculate.

We saw what the stock market did on
vesterday. We know what our general
economy is. We know that if there has
ever been a time when a strike of this
character—has dealt a solar plexus blow
to our economy, bringing increasing un-
employment, and a continuous downward
trend of almost every economic indicator,
it is now. This strike is hurting us
throughout the whole Nation. Of course,
it hurts Florida very badly. Let me also
point out that more than 150,000 travel-
ers and 4,100 flights a day have been
affected. Two hundred and thirty-one
cities in the United States have had their
air service limited. Seventy cities have
no commercial trafiic at all. All this
adversely affects allied industries and
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business in the United States. The situ-
ation grows worse with each passing
hour.

I believe I am safe in saying that there
are between 50 to 100 million people who
are adversely affected. It does not in-
volve merely the 17,000 machinists who
voted against this settlement which had
been offered to them. Approximately
35,500 machinists were on strike, but only
17,000 of them voted not to accept what
had been offered. Seventeen thousand
people are literally bringing to their
knees 50 to 100 million people.

The taxi drivers, the restaurant own-
ers, and the gasoline men have been
affected by this type and character of
strike.

The Senator talks about Rhode Island.
It may be that they do not have any
particular problems concerning the Al-
legheny Airlines flying there. However,
they are still very adversely affected.
People cannot get from Alabama to
Rhode Island this year. There is no way
to get them there by air. However, that
is not the point. The main point is that
the entire Nation is adversely affected by
this strike,

If the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare had an opportunity to say yes
or no with respect to the national emer-
gency, why did the Secretary of Labor
say that the situation is approaching a
national emergency? He said that cer-
tain conditions indicate that it is almost
a national emergency. I could not tell
whether he was on or off the point, but
he was very close to it.

The fact is that he did say several days
ago, when he first testified, that if the
conditions continued for 2 or 3 days
longer it would be a national emergency.
The situation has continued and the time
has come for us to act.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr,. SMATHERS. Iyield.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, just to place
the information in the Recorp, the fact
is that 96 percent of the people moving
between cities are moving as they always
have; 99.9 percent of intercity freight
is still moving.

When the Secretary of Labor came to
us yesterday, several days after his first
appearance, he still testified that the
Nation was not in a national emergency
situation.

What we are talking about here is
the enactment of legislation which would
send men back to work against their
will with the threat of a jail sentence
or a fine if they do not comply. The
Senate has not done this since 1917.
This indeed is very heavy medicine.

I submit that this particular strike is
not as serious an inconvenience to people
as other strikes have been. This strike
has inconvenienced the articulate, the
formers of opinions, Members of Con-
gress, and industrial leaders. Indeed,
we are most aware of the situation.
Granted general vacationers are also put
at a disadvantage. But there was a bus
strike which affected far more people;
and a strike in the shipping industry
which affected a greater segment of our
economy.
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This is the area in which we are remiss.
The Congress should consider legislation
of a general nature, as called for by the
administration, to handle problems such
as this.

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator forgets
one point. I do not like to mention it,
but my son has returned from 2 years in
Vietnam. He is having a hard time get-
ting to the east coast because of the air-
lines strike, I presume thousands of
others are in the same situation. There
are all kinds of interruptions in the plans
of people. That is not good, particularly
when we have the machinery to get the
problem settled in a very effective im-
partial, and objective manner.

The fact is that the board called in to
hear the testimony investigated the
strike and notified the President that in
its judgment this dispute threatened to
substantially interrupt interstate com-
merce so as to deprive the country of
essential transportatior service The
collective bargaining process broke down.
It is now time under such conditions for
the Congress to take effective, affirmative
action to cettle the dispute and in so do-
ing not “pass the buck” to the President
of the United States. Let us discharge
fully cur own responsibilities. I am con-
fident the President will discharge his.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island said that noth-
ing like this has happened since 1917.
That particular strike took place in 1916.
The court decision was in 1917, Congress
acted before the court decision.

When there was a threatened railroad
strike we went even further. When there
was a threatened railroad strike in 1963,
we passed legislation that prevented them
from striking. We did not even wait for
them to strike. That was even stronger
action.

It has been said that there is no
precedent. I want to say that the ac-
tion taken by Congress in 1963 was even
stronger than the proposal we are mak-
ing today. The 1963 legislation pre-
vented the strike.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Rhode Island be given 5 additional
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I have
made my point. I thank the Senator
from Oregon. He is the Senator who
gave me the information concerning the
railroad labor dispute in 1916 and 1917.
I should have used the correct year, be-
cause he was my tutor in the beginning.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Mr. President, the Senator from Oregon
is too good a lawyer, I believe, to parallel
the situation in 1963 and the situation
that is before Congress at this time.

The action taken by Congress in 1963
was the result of a Presidential message
which was extremely clear and outlined
that the health, welfare, and safety of
the Nation was in jeopardy if no action
was taken by Congress.
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To the contrary, in the present situa-
tion, the President has not made that

case.

The Senator is not the best one to
make a statement concerning the trans-
portation problems between Alabama
and Rhode Island. There is only one
person who knows and who can quite
rightfully say. That is the who has the
benefit of all the information that has
poured into the offices of the Secretary
of Labor, the Secretary of Defense, and
the other agencies. They are the people
who can best determine what constitutes
a national emergency.

There was a dialog earlier with respect
to the opinion of the Secretary of Labor.
I should like to read from the supple-
mentary statement presented to the com-
mittee, in which he said:

The question is whether to take away from
one union, because of its intransigence, the
right to strike which is the traditionally rec-
ognized means of all labor's enforcing its
collective bargaining demands. That right
would be worthless if it could be exercised
only when a majority of the public agreed
with what the union was seeking.

Once—and only once—in the past: 20 Years,
since World War II, has the right to strike
been denied by a special law because a union’s
bargaining demands were considered un-
reasonable, and its threat to the public
interest too great. That was in 1863 when
a complete paralysis of the Nation's rallroads
was Imminent.

This isn’t that kind of situation,

I believe that that opinion by the See-
retary of Labor is extremely important,
and should be considered by the Members
of the Senate.

Mr. MORSE. I should like 5 minutes
to reply.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, MORSE. I say to the Senator
from Massachusetts that irrespective of
what my legal abilities may be, on this
matter I am on completely sound ground,
because he is quite mistaken as to what
happened in 1963.

In 1963, Congress did not follow the
President of the United States. In 1963,
Congress did not adopt the recommenda-
tions of the President. In 1963, the Pres-
ident recommended something quite dif-
ferent from what Congress did.

On the very day that the Senate fook
its action, I offered, at the request of the
President of the United States, his pro-
gram as a substitute for what was being
proposed by Congress. I did this on Au-
gust 27, 1963.

The President told me that morning
that if the majority leader and I were
the only two men who voted for his pro-
posal, he wanted his proposal offered.
We offered his proposal, and as I recall,
approximately 15 Senators voted for it.

The President of the United States did
not propose arbitration for the settle-
ment of that dispute. The President
did not favor compulsory arbitration for
the settlement of that dispute. He had
an entirely different program. I offered
it and was defeated. I believe we made
a great mistake in not following the pro-
posal of the President in 1963.

The point I wish to make is that today
we have a situation in which there is a
strike, and in 1963 there was only the
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threat of a strike. It is true that in 1963
the President believed that the strike
should be averted. He made a proposal
which in essence would have put the
matter before the Interstate Commerce
Commission, for the Interstate Com-
merce Commission to consider it and to
have jurisdiction over it for a period of
time. The Senate rejected that proposal,
and itself decided that it ought to take
the matter into is own hands and vote
for acceptance of its program.

So that I am at a loss to understand
why the Senator from Massachusetts be-
lieves that the only one in this country
who is capable of determining whether
or not an emergency exists is the Presi-
dent of the United States. Congress has
a clear responsibility, if it decides that
the situation is serious enough to bring
a strike to an end, to render that judg-
ment, and it is competent to do that.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
There is no question that Congress has
both the authority and, under the Con-
stitution, the power——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Oregon yield to the
Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. MORSE. 1 yield. The Senator
can use my time.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
ask unanimous consent that I may pro-
ceed for 3 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
do not dispute the presentation or the
representations of the Senator from
Oregon that Congress has the power to
enact legislation this afternoon. There
is no question about that.

The point which is fundamental to my
earlier remarks is that the President of
the United States made representations
to Congress, in a special message, that
there had to be action, quite clearly, be-
cause the health, welfare, and national
security of the TUnited States were
threatened.

All T need do is refer to the CoNGRES-
stonaL Recorp of the day, and in this
particular message the President said:

The national defense and security would
be seriously harmed. More than 400,000
commuters would be hard hit.

The Council of Economic Advisers esti-
mates that by the 30th day of a general
raifl strike, some 6 million nonrailroad
workers would have been laid off in addi-
tion to the 200,000 members of the strik-
ing brotherhoods and 500,000 other raliroad
employees—that unemployment would reach
the 15-percent mark for the first time since
1940—and that the decline in our rate of
GNP would be nearly four times as great as
the decline which occurred In this Nation’s
worst postwar recession.

The President went on to say in sum-
mary:

In short, the cost to the national interest
of an extended nationwide rall strike is
clearly intolerable.

Mr. President, this is exactly the kind
of representation which was made in
1963, and Congress acted then, and it
decided In its own good course which
kind of action it would take. These
kinds of representations have not been
made in this instance.
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All we need do is refer to -the state-
ments of the %f-lxhﬁ‘ﬁd‘om
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, on the two occasions he appeared,
and we will find that he did not make
this kind of case.

I believe that the President of the
United States, quite clearly—to reiterate
what I mentioned before—can make
these determinations, can make these
findings of fact, and can make these
representations to the appropriate com-
mittee and to Congress. To date, they
have not felt inclined to do so.

I do not question that Congress has
the authority and the right. As a
matter of fact, in a dialog with the
Secretary of Labor, Senator Javits said:

Well, Mr. Secretary, I must say that leaves
us very much in the air. When the Presi-
dent had a rallroad strike threatened, he
sent us a message and he asked for legis-
lation. Now, he is either asking for it now
or he is not, or he is neutral or something,
and I think we as Benators should know what
he is.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yield.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator be-
lieve that the President will be neutral if,
after legislation has been passed based
upon the resolution I have offered, the
President signs it? Does the Senator be-
lieve he would be neutral then? He is
joining with us, as a partner, and we
ought to be a partner with him, and not
put the President off all alone to make
the decision as fo whether or not the
strike should be ended.

If the President does not believe the
facts warrant ending the strike, after we
pass the resolution, then he will not sign
it. There is that check. I was under
the impression that we had a system of
checks and balances.

METAL, AND NONMETALLIC MINE
SAFETY ACT—RESOLUTION BY
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
GOVERNMENTAL: LABOR OFFI-
CIALS
Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, on July

28, 1966, the International Association of

Governmental Labor Officials met in

New Orleans. Officials representing the

departments of labor of 35 States at-

tended, and voted unanimously to urge
the Congress to accept the State plan
provision included in H.R. 8989, the

Metal and Nonmetallic Mine Safety Act,

as it passed the House—substantially

the same provision which I offered as an
amendment and which was defeated on
the Senate floor by only one vote.

Mr, President, for the information of
Senators—and particularly those who
may be appointed conferees on this bill—
I ask unanimous consent that this reso-
lution be printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMEN-

TAL LaABOR OFFICIALS, REsonLUTION No. 3,
METAL AND NONMETALLIC MINE SaFETY

Whereas, the United States Senate and the
United States House of Representatives have
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approved variant versions of HR. 8989 en-

‘titled: - Federal Metal and Nonmetallic Mine

Bafety Act;

Whereas, such act is designed to require
the United States Secretary of the Interior
to develop and promulgate safety standards
for the protection of life, the promotion of
health and safety and the prevention of acci-
dents in mines and to enforce such regula-
tions in all mines within the United States;

Whereas, many of the states in which min-
ing is a significant industry have already
enacted laws and promulgated regulations
which provide for a broad scope of protec-
tlon of most of the employees engaged in
mining within such states, which laws and
regulations are usually enforced by a suf-
ficlent number of trained inspectors;

‘Whereas, the version of HR. 8989 which
was passed by the House of Representatives
provides in Section 13(b) thereof that the
Secretary of the Interior shall approve the
plan of a state which desires to assume re-
sponsibility for the development and enforce-
ment of health and safety standards in mines
located in such state whenever such state
plan meets specified criterla relating to the
substance of such state's safety laws and
regulations, to such state’s enforcement pro-
cedures, and to the provision by such state
of appropriate reports to the Secretary;

Whereas, the version of H.R. 8989 which
was passed in the House of Representatives
also provides in Section 13(d) thereof that
the refusal of the Secretary of the Interior
to approve a plan submitted by a state shall
be subject to judiclial review provided, how-
ever, that the findings of fact by the Secre-
tary, if supported by substantial evidence,
shall be conclusive;

Whereas, the version of H.R. 8980 which
was passed by the House of Representatives
further provides in Section 13(e) thereof
that the regulatlons promulgated by the
Secretary of the Interior shall not apply
within a state the plan of which has been
accepted nor shall the Secretary of the In-
terior enforce the statute within such state
(Section 4) ;

Whereas, the version of H.R. 8989 which
was passed by the Senate also provides in
Section 16 thereof for the Secretary of the
Interior to approve a state plan which
satisfies specified criteria relating to such
state's procedures for the enforcement of
national safety standards and to the provi-
sion by such state of appropriate reports to
the Secretary, but does not recognize the
substance of such state's safety laws and
regulations, does not provide for judicial re-
view of the refusal of the Secretary to ap-
prove a state plan, and requires the Secre-
tary to inspect mines within states in which
a state plan has been approved, except, in
the absence of an emergency, that he shall
not inspect such a mine unless a state in-
spector participates in such inspection;

Whereas, the version of HR, 8989 which
was passed by the Senate would undermine
the substance of the mining safety laws and
regulations and the enforcement practices
of states which are engaged In protecting
employee health and safety in mines, and
would subject the mines in such states to
duplicate inspections by state and national
inspectors;

Whereas, the version of the bill which was
passed by the House of Representatives
would preclude duplicate inspection of
mines, maintain the integrity of the mine
health and safety plans of states which have
effective plans and would assure national
standards and national enforcement in states
which do not have effective plans;

Whereas, a Conference Committee is being
appointed to resolve the differences between
the versions of H.R. 8089 which have passed
the House of Representatives and the Senate:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, that this Assoclation affirms lts
preference for the version of H.R, 8989 which
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was passed by the House of Representatives,
with specific reference to Section 13 of such
bill; and respectfully urges upon the Confer-
ence Committee of the United States Con-=
gress the adoption of Section 13 of the House
of Representatives version of H.R. 8089 or
language substantially similar to that sec-
tion; and requests the Secretary-Treasurer
of the TAGLO to transmit to the members
of the Conference Committee a copy of this
Resolution.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
REecorp a list of the State representatives
who attended the meeting of the Inter-
national Association of Governmental
Labor Officials.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

ReGISTRATION List, 49TH ANNvUAaL IAGLO
ConVENTION, NEw ORLEANS, La., Juny 25,
1966
Alabama: Mr. Arlis R. Fant, Director, De-

partment of Labor,

Arkansas: Mr. Bill Laney, Commissioner,
Department of Labor.

California: Mr. A. C. Roth, Chief, Farm
Labor BServices, Department of Industrial
Relations.

Colorado: Mr, Albert S, Mangan, Member,
Industrial Commission; Mr. Walter W.
Johnson, Member, Industrial Commission;
Mr. Richard E. Moss, Secretary, Workmen’s
Compensation Division,

Connecticut: Mr. Renato Ricciuti, Com-
missioner, Labor Department.

Delaware: Mr, Joseph A. Bradshaw, Chair-
man, Department of Labor and Industrial
Relations; Mr. Harold T. Bockman, Speaker
of the House, Delaware; Mr. Joseph A. Reese,
Chief of Wage Collection,

District of Columbia: Mr. Richard R.
Seldeman, Executive Secretary, D.C. Min.
Wage Board; Mr. Charles F. Wilson, Employee
Representative, D.C. Minimum Wage Board;
Mr. Edward J. Austin, Employer Representa-
tive, D.C. Minimum Wage Board.

Florida: Mr. Charles Harris, President,
Florida State Federation Labor Council, AFL—
CIO; Mr. Walter L. Lightsey, Member, Florida
Industrial Commission.

Georgla: Mr, L. C. Butcher, Fiscal Officer,
Department of Labor.

Hawaii: Mr. Alfred Laureta, Director, De-
partment of Labor & Industrial Relations.

Idaho: Mr. W. L. Robison, Commissioner,
Department of Labor.

Ilinois: Mr. John E. Cullerton, Director,
Department of Labor.

Iowa: Mr. Dale Parkins, Commissioner, Bu-
reau of Labor.

Kansas: Mr. Leonard R. Willlams, Commis~
sloner, Department of Labor.

Kentucky: Dr. Carl Cabe, Commissioner,
Department of Labor; Mr, James H. Sandlin,
Director, Labor Standards; Mr. Leonard J.
Dunman, Director, Division of Occupational
Safety; Mr. Murray E. Combs, Executive As-
sistant to the Commissioner.

Loulsiana: Mr. Curtis C, Luttrell, Commis~
sioner, Department of Labor; Mr. Eugene
Gulllot, Jr., Deputy Commissioner; Mrs,
Lazell James, Administrative Assistant; Mrs.
Sarah Goostree, Secretary.

Maryland: Mr. Bill Welch, Deputy Com-
missioner, Department of Labor and Indus-

Massachusetts: Mr. Rocco Alberto, Com-
missioner, Department of Labor and Indus-
tries.

Michigan: Mr. Thomas Roumell, Director,
Department of Labor,

Missourl: Mr. Jim Butler, Chalrman, In-
dustrial Commission.

New Hampshire: Mr. Robert Duvall, Com-~
missioner, Department of Labor.
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1814, New Jersey: Mr. Raymond F. Male, Com-

missioner, Department of Labor and Indus-
try; Mr. George D. McGuinness, Chief Piscal
& Personnel Officer; Mr. William J. Clark,
Director, Wage and Hour Bureau,

New Mexico: Mr. John F. Otero, Labor
Commissioner, Labor and Industrial Com-
mission.

New York: Dr. M. P. Catherwood, Indus-
trial Commissioner, State Department of
Labor; Mr. Carl J. Mattel, Director, Division
of Industrial Safety; Mr. Ralph Vatalaro, Jr.,
Director, Public Relations; Mr. Dan Daly,
State Department of Labor; Mr. Jerome
Lefkowitz, Deputy Commissioner; Mr. W. W.
Motley, Consultant.

North Carolina: Mr, Frank Crane, Com-
missioner, Department of Labor.

Ohio: Mr. Willlam O. Walker, Director,
Department of Industrial Relations,

Pennsylvania: Mrs. Marjorie Tibbs, Direc-
tor, Bureau of Women and Children.

Rhode Island: Mr. John J. Hall, Director,
Department of Labor.

Tennessee: Mr. W. H. Parham, Commis-
sloner, Department of Labor; Mr. Paul Phil-
lips, Assistant Commissioner of Labor,

Texas: Mr. Charles H. King, Jr., Com-
missioner, Bureau of Labor Statistics; Mr.
A, V. Fletcher, Administrative Asst.; Mr.
Tommy V. Smith, Chief Deputy, Bureau of
Labor Statistics.

Utah: Mr. John R. Schone, Commissioner,
Utah Industrial Commission.

Virginia: Mr. Edmond M. Boggs, Commis-
sloner,

Washington: Mr. Harold J. Petrie, Direc-
tor, Department of Labor and Industries;
Mrs. Maxine Daly, Commissioner, Employ-
ment Security Department.

West Virginia: Mr. Lawrence Barker, Com-
missioner, Department of Labor; Mr. Walter
L. Snyder, Director, Division of Employment
Standards; Mr. Curtis I. Yago, Director, Di-
vision of Safety, Department of Labor.

Wisconsin: Mr. Gene A. Rowland, Com-
missioner, Ind. Commission of Wisconsin;
Mr. Douglas N. Ajer, Director, Division of
Labor Standards; Mr. Russell Berg, Deputy,
Division of Labor Standards.

Wyoming: Mr. Paul H. Backman, Com-
missioner, Department of Labor and Statis-
tics,

UNITED JEWISH APPEAL DINNER IN
HONOR OF PRESIDENT ZALMAN
SHAZAR OF ISRAEL

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp certain speeches by the Pres-
ident of Israel, Zalman Shazar; the gen-
eral chairman of the national United
Jewish Appeal, Max M. Fisher, of Mich-
igan; and Gov. Nelson Rockefeller, of
New York, at a dinner given by the
United Jewish Appeal of Greater New
York and the National United Jewish
Appeal for the President of Israel last
night at the Plaza Hotel, at which my
colleague the Senator from New York
[Mr. KenneEny] and I had the privilege
of being present. This great dinner was
addressed also by Monroe Goldwater, of
New York, president of the United Jew-
ish Appeal of Greater New York.

There being no objection, the speeches
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

ADDRESS BY Max M. FisHER, GENERAL CHAIR-
MAN, UNITED JEWISH AFPEAL, AT UJA DIn-
NER IN HONOR OF PRESIDENT ZALMAN
BHAZAR, OF ISRAEL, PLAZA HoTEL, NEw YORK,
MownpaY EVENING, AUucUsT 1, 1966
Mr. President, Mrs. Shazar, distinguished

representatives of the U.S. Government, of
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Israel, of the State of New York, fellow offi-
cers and friends of the United Jewish Appeal,
and honored guests: It is with a deep sense of
privilege—and the warmest feelings of per-
sonal friendship—that I open this meeting.

On many occasions, Mr, President, you
have welcomed most of us in this room to
Israel.

You have received many of the leaders of
the United Jewish Appeal individually, and
you have received large groups of us on mis-
slons—at the Bait Ha-Na-See, the house of
the President in Jerusalem.

Every visit we have ever made with you
has been an unforgettable occasion for each
one of us.

It was made memorable—first of all—by
the warmth of your reception.

For myself, I will never forget meeting
with you as I was about to assume the gen-
eral chalrmanship of the United Jewish Ap-
peal.

You noted then that you were not only
interested in assisting UJA in any way pos-
sible—as a matter of principle—but that
you felt you had a special obligation to help
me because we were practically '“mispocha.”
. « . Since my father had emigrated from the
region of Minsk to go to America . . . even
as you did, to go to Palestine.

But in addition to the warmth of your
friendship we remember our meetings with
you for other things—for the wisdom of your
words and for the wonderful sense of history
which surrounds such an occasion on meet-
ing you.

Each one of us has felt privileged knowing
that we were doing something that Jews
before us were unable to do for twenty
centuries.

We knew that we were standing in pride
and In honor with a head of state—a Presi-
dent—of a reborn sovereign and independ-
ent, Jewish state.

Having been your guests then—having en-
Joyed your great hospitality—Iit is with the
greatest pleasure that we welcome you and
Mrs. Shazar as our guests to this great city
and State of New York—and to the United
States of America. We have followed your
visit to the Western Hemisphere with genu-
ine interest.

We have noted with pride and satisfaction
how cordial the response has been of the
peoples you have visited—to Israel—and to
you, personally.

We are sure that your journey has already
provided you with many treasured memories.

But it is our heartfelt hope that this
meeting and your stay in this great country
will be the most memorable part of your
visit.

Mr. President, I will not have the pleasure
of introducing you to this audience this eve-
ning. That honor will go to a great leader
of UJA and the Jewlsh community of this
city.

But before we reach that introduction, I
think it would be most appropriate if I in-
troduced this distinguished audience to you.
I wish that I could introduce each indi-
vidually, but let me say—simply and direct-
ly—that they are a most remarkable group
of Americans and Jews.

They are here because they are leaders—
men and women of heart and action. But
more than this, they are here because each
has been filled with a deep love of his people,
and each has caught a personal glimpse of
a great vision.

In our long history, we Jews have pro-
duced many men who have used their abili-
ties and their means to advance the welfare
of both mankind and their fellow Jews.

But I think it can be said that the great
events and upheavals of our times have
produced a whole generation of such men,
and these are some of the leaders of that
Jewish generation. I say "some of the
leaders” because there are several thousand
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other sl leaders who would have wished
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are n who have exhibited their
leadership In many ways—Iin great causes
for the American general community—in
building our American Jewish life, building
local Jewish communitles and in assisting in
the advance of Israel, through Israel bonds,
economic development, and many other
WAYS.

But above all, the men and women present
have all contributed to the development of
that remarkable and inspiring movement—
called the United Jewish Appeal.

Mr. Presldent, I know that you are familiar
with the main facts about UJA. You are
aware that it was formed on the eve of
World War Two in a desperate hour to help
save the Jews of Europe threatened by Hit-
ler.

You know, too, that it represented an al-
lance of great Institutions in American
Jewish life, of the joint distribution com-
mittee, which has helped to save literally
millions of Jews since world war one, and
the United Israel Appeal, which has long
served to promote the settlement and up-
building of Palestine, and since 1848—of
Israel.

You are familiar with the fact that in 1946
American Jews—through the United Jewish
Appeal—raised $100 million to save the sur-
vivors of the concentration camps—the first
$100 million in a year ever provided by a
single group, in a single year, acting volun-
tarily.

You are aware too, how American Jewry,
mobilized by the UJA, stood with the people
of Palestine, in meeting crisis on crisis, for
our people abroad. How—in a small way—
we were able to help bring about that great
day in 1948 that saw Israel reborn. How
we have since helped to bring a million and
a quarter immigrants to Israel and how we
have helped in many other ways to speed the
remarkable development which has taken
place in Israel in 18 short years.

In this room there are men and women
who have been a part of the UJA since it
was founded nearly 30 years ago. There are
other men who have taken up the challenge
of UJA from wonderful fathers who were
once our leaders. And there are still other
men who have grown to manhood in that
time, who rallied to UJA as they took their
place as leaders in our community,

What is remarkable is that the UJA—after
nearly 30 years—Iis still the great rallylng
point of American Jewry, and the American
Jewish leadership. These men who have
been the heart of the UJA movement have
recelved no special honors. Year after year
they have given with a generosity that has
aroused the admiration of the entire Ameri-
can community, and has made possible, the
ralsing of more than $115 billion.

And they have given also of their time,
their energy, and their leadership, and above
all, gotten others to do the same.

What has motivated them? What has
caused them to assume the leader’s role?
As I see it, Mr. President, they have been
moved by a deep sense of responsibility for
their fellow Jews.

They were determined that Hitlerism
should not mark the end to the great and
noble story of the Jew. They belleved that
Jewish lives were as precious as any other
lives—and that if no one else would save
them, they would.

But in addition to this, Mr, President, I
believe there came a time when each man
here caught a glimpse of a special vision.

Each saw, each came to believe, that out
of the tragedies of the distant past and the
great tragedy of the more immediate past,
when we saw 6 milllon jews killed by Hitler,
there could come a new beginning, a new
day, for our people—and that ours was the
generation chosen to bring this about.
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Yes, each man here dared o fhink with
you in Palestine, that ours was a chesen
generation, that in our time we could end
age-old suffering and bring light, where
there was darkness. They have had their
reward, Mr. Presldent, we have all had it.

We have had it in the knowledge that
there 18 a state of Israel, proud, and strong,
and forward looking.

We have had it in the daring of Israel’s
ploneers and leaders—in the heroism and
the courage—of Israel’s youth—Iin the con-
tinuing progress in the land—Iin the bright
and sparkling faces of Israel's children un-
marked by fear—in Israel's willingness to
share her knowledge and know-how for the
benefit of other peoples—in Israel’s devo-
tion to freedom, democracy, and human
betterment.

Yes, we have had our reward In many
ways that are meaningful and satisfying.
Above all, we have had our reward and we
still have it, in the knowledge that when
the call came to us, as it came to you in
Israel, we did not fail. With you we have
saved Jewish lives. With you we have helped
to restore the land and reopen the gates.
With you we have helped to change the
world, after 20 centuries, for those of our
people faced with suffering and oppression.

And finally, we have our reward, in know-
ing that we shall go on doing these things
with you—that these are the great tasks
which it has been glven us to do in our
time—and in our generation.

With humility, with thankfulness, and
with pride, we shall continue to do them
together with you to the best of our ability.
TexT OF REMARKS BY PRESIDENT ZALMAN

SHAZAR OF ISRAEL AT THE DINNER GIVEN BY

UNITED JEWISH APPEAL, PLAZA HOTEL, MON-

DAY, AUcuUsT 1, 1966

Mr, Fisher, Governor Rockefeller, Senator
Javirs, Senator KEnNEDY, Ladies and Gentle-
men:

I am most grateful to you for your invita-
tion to be here with you tonight. During
the few days which Mrs. Shazar and mysell
have spent in New York we have been shown
every kindness and hospitality and we are
deeply grateful.

Tomorrow I shall have the great pleasure
of meeting with the President of the United
Btates. I took forward to this opportunity
to tell him how much we in Israel appreciate
his leadership for the progress and independ-
ence of small nations.

You have made it possible for me now to
meet representatives of the largest single
community of Jews in the world, & commu-
nity which, together with the free Jewish
communities in other countries, has been
playing a role of extraordinary significance
in the history of our generation.

You here and the community we have
created in Israel are the two forces which,
in effective partnership, have made possible
the resurrection of the Jewish people after
the Nazl holocaust. Together we have en-
deavored not only to give the Jewish people
a new lease on life, but to assure it of secu-
rity and dignity for the future—to give Jews
freedom to express their attachment to their
people and to create in accordance with their
tradition and their historic experience and
needs.

You in the United Jewlsh Appeal in New
¥ork City and throughout the United States
have been particularly concerned with the
sacred task of helping Jews to transfer them-
selves from conditions of subjection, discrim-
inatlon and fear, to conditions of freedom,
above all in Israel.

None of the goals of this partnership have
as yet been completely reached.

There are still many who yearn for free-
dom.

We cannot say that we have completed the
central task of creating the cultural, reli-
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_ glous and spiritual institutions which must
- take the place of the great centers of Jewish
life so brutally destroyed in Europe. ‘

Nor can we say that we have finished the
job of absorption for those we have helped
to bring to Israel. The initial steps of im-
migration and the provision of housing must
be supplemented by thorough economic and
cultural integration. Unless the new im-
migrant whom you help to bring and settle
in Israel is not further helped to attain the
skills and education and social services that
will make him and his children rooted and
creative members of the community, our
pledge to the newcomer has not been hon-
ored and the future of Israel itself will be
profoundly and sadly affected. This is a
challenge to us all which I trust we shall be
able jointly to meet.

Yet we cannot sufficlently emphasize that
the last eighteen years have been years of
great achlevement for Israel. Hundreds of
thousands of our people have been helped
to live as free men should. We have created,
I think, a firm and unshakeable foundation
for cultural and spiritual progress., There
are more schoolchildren in Israel today than
the size of the entire population in 1948,
These children are belng given ever greater
opportunities to educate and develop them-
selves as human beings and as Jews. We
have been able to stimulate Jewish research
and learning and attract to it fine young
minds.

My long acquaintance with United States
Jewry leads me to conclude that striking
progress in cultural fields has been made here
as well. I am particularly happy to have
had the chance during my stay here of re-
establishing personal contact with many of
your religious leaders and cultural and lit-
erary figures. But it has been a matter of
speclal satisfaction to me to learn that many
more have gone to Israel for the summer and
that I will be seeing them a week from now
in Jerusalen. This Is a practical indication
to me of the extent of the partnership and
interchange between us, in the area of Jewish
religious and cultural development. I am
sure that this is a partnership which is des-
tined to grow even closer.

During the course of my life I have seen
and experienced the great transformations
and convulsions that have swept the Jewish
people. There is much, very much, to re-
member that no longer exists. There is much
to mourn. But it is easler to look forward to
a bright future for the Jewish people in 1966
than it was in 1906 when I was a boy. It is
easler to be confident about the future of
Israel in 1966 than it was in 1024 when I
first came there or than it was in 1947 and
48 when the world recognized our right to
our modest place under the sun in our an-
cestral home.

None of this happened by itself: it was
born of a need for freedom and of a deter-
mination to achieve it. The need continues,
but I think that the degree of determination
and of consistent practical effort has not
weakened. Your presence here tonight in the
cause of the United Jewlsh Appeal seems to
me profoundly indicative of this.

We have not had an easy road in Israel
these last eighteen years and we are still
swrrounded by openly expressed hostility.
But we have grown in every aspect of our
national life and in our capacity to defend
our freedom.

May I in conclusion make this refiection.
The first and immortal President of Israel,
Dr. Chaim Welzmann, was in this city of
New York as the major spokesman of our as-
pirations before the United Nations when, in
1648, he was elected the President of the
Provisional Council of the newly proclaimed
State of Israel. The second president of
Israel, my life-long, unforgettable friend,
Izhak Ben-Zvi, found refuge in this city
in the early days of World War I when he
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was exiled from the Land of Israel by its
then rulers and he returned to our country
as a soldier in the first Jewish Legion to be
created In modern times. And now I have
the honor to be received by you as the third
president of Israel. In this capacity I wish
to convey to you my deep conviction that
this partnership of the free forces in Jewish
life, of which I spoke before, is destined to
continue, ensuring the course of Jewish his-
tory and enriching the life of the whole
world,

ExceErRPTS OF REMARKS BY GOVERNOR ROCKE-
FELLER PREPARED FOR DELIVERY AT THE Din-
NER HONORING PRESIDENT SHAZAR OF ISRAEL,
UnITED JEWISH APPEAL OF GREATER NEW
York, HoTEL Praza, New Yorg, N.Y., Mon~-
paY, AveusTt 1, 1966, 6:30 P.M.

On behalf of the people of the State of
New York, I bid you welcome, Mr, President—
Shalom, Hanassl. We welcome you as a dls-
tinguished schelar and gifted writer; we wel-
come you as a revered philosopher; and, most
of all, we welcome you as the leader of a
young, vigorous and vibrant democracy that
has captured the American imagination and
won the American heart. I am also de-
lighted to welcome Mrs, Shazar to our
shores—for she 1s a remarkable woman, a
true Israell Halutza—a ploneer—and a fine
author in her own right.

I'd like to point out, Mr. President, that
you and I have a common responsibility.
We are each accountable to about two and
one half millilon Jewish citizens. And our
nations are joinmed by so many bonds of
humanity, history and common experience.

In the last century, an Impassioned Amer-
ican poet proclalmed the promise of America
to the world:

“Give me your tired, your poor, your hud-
dled masses , . .”

These words of Emma Lazarus are en-
graved for all time on our Statute of Liberty
in the Port of New York. In this century,
they could emblazon the ports of Haifa and
Jaffa just as well.

Both our nations—one of the world's old-
est democracles and one of the world’s
youngest—have opened their arms wide to
millions, As in the dreams of the Hebrew
prophets, we have both been enriched by the
gathering of the Exlles.

The more recent migration to Israel—still
fresh in our minds—is one of the great, mov-
ing dramas of this age. Over a million peo-
ple—a shattered remnant of the nightmare
of Nazism—gathered at a small, barren and
all-but-forsaken land. They came from over
70 nations. They took root alongside those
who came before them. And just as in this
country, the immigrant—by his sweat and
by his toil, by his vision and by his crea-
tivity—helped to forge a new nation.

By these massive infusions of new blood,
both our countries became half-brothers to
the whole world—with something of almost
every land to be found within us. In fact,
long ago we almost became even closer.

One of my scholarly friends recently
pointed out to me a fascinating footnote to
American history. It seems that our Pligrim
forefathers serlously discussed m He-
brew the official tongue of the New World.

Other ties join us, but I want to mention
Just one more personal link between Presi-
dent Shazar and myself. Some years ago,
Mr. Shazar had an able special assistant, a
charming young Israell woman by the name
of Lea Ostrovsky Ben Boaz. On my own
staff, I have an able Press Secretary in Leslie
Slote. Today, the former Miss Ben Boaz is
Mrs, Slote. All of which both Les and I re-
gard as an extremely favorable U.S, balance
of trade with Israel.

I would like to tell you of some thoughts
I had when I received the kind invitation of
the United Jewish Appeal to be here tonight.
Two images flashed through my mind. The




17924

first was of the Israel we know today: a na-
tion that made the Negev bloom ... a na-
tion that swiftly created great seats of
learning—the Hebrew Unlversity, the new
Tel Aviv University, the Weizmann Institute
and the Technion ... a nation throbbing
with industrial activity and new agriculture
. & nation of refuge and new hopes for
humanity. Then my mind rushed back to
a time two brief decades ago when all this
was only a dream . . ., and the only realities
were tens of thousands of displaced Jews
herded into the camps of Europe—and off
in the distance a strange, untried land. The
United Jewish Appeal played a heroic role in
joining these people with that land.

I remember going to Eddie Warburg back
in those days when he was the UJA chair-
man. I felt very deeply that the task of
resettling this exodus of homeless Jews was
a challenge and responsibility not only of
the Jewish community but of free men of
all faiths. Therefore, I asked him if he
would permit me to organize a Non-Sec-
tarian Community Committee for the New
York United Jewish Appeal. His response
was Immediate, and I was proud to have be-
come its first chairman.

To me, the work of the Non-Sectarian
Committee dramatized an enormously im-
portant principle. It demonstrated our con-
viction that all civilized men shared the
duty of redressing the outrage committed
against the Jewish people.

Israel succeeded. The UJA played its part
in that success. And I am grateful to have
had the chance of playing even a small part
over the years. But there is one thing, Mr.
President, that I assure you we understand
only too well.

Israel was born and Israel prospers in a sea
of deep hostility. And as long as fear and
danger cloud the lives of your brothers, as
long as help is needed, I know that the UJA,
under your able chairman, Max Fischer, will
keep open 1ts lifeline to Israel,

But I would also like to see fresh, new
initiatives emerge from Washington in pur-
suit of a true and lasting peace for your
troubled corner of the world.

America must not let its vital and active
commitment to freedom in other parts of
the world obscure the dangers to the peace
of the Middle East. The United States
should and must exercise its full moral
force within the United Nations to bring
Arab and Jew together in lasting peace.

Mr. President, over 140 years ago a great
American sald, “I am happy in the restora-
tion of the Jews.” In the fullest sense,
Thomas Jefferson’s words were premature.
But today his sentiment is echoed by Amer-
icans from coast to coast.

We are happy in the restoration of the
Jewish homeland. We are thrilled to have
witnessed its birth in our time. We are
proud to have assisted its swift growth.
And we wish you and your brave, young na-
tion long life . . . prosperity . . free-
dom . .. and peace,

EASE OF OBTAINING FIREARMS
RESULTS IN SLAUGHTER

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Mr. President, Charles Joseph Whitman
shot 15 people to death yesterday, and
wounded 32 others. There was no
rational explanation for this senseless
slaughter; it was the product of the
maniacal impulse of a diseased mind.
But Charles Joseph Whitman was not
alone. He was aided and abetted by the
system of laws in this county—a system
which makes it ridiculously easy for any
criminal, any madman, any drug addict
and, indeed, any child to obtain lethal

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

firearms which can be used to rain
violence and death on innocent people.

When the police finally stopped this
mad killer, they found next to him on
the Texas tower an incredible array of
deadly weapons: a 12-gage shotgun
bought on credit at Sears, Roebuck that
day, a 6-millimeter Remington magnum
rifle, a .35-caliber Remington pump rifle,
a .30-caliber reconditioned Army carbine,
a 9-millimeter Luger pistol, and a .357-
magnum pistol; also, two rifles and two

derringer pistols were found in his home.

It may be, as some people argue, that if
someone wants a gun badly enough he
will be able to obtain it one way or an-
other, regardless of the existence of laws
regulating the sale of guns. But it seems
obvious to me that we have a responsi-
bility to do everything we can to mini-
mize the senseless bloodshed and crime
effectuated through these instruments of
destruction. I know of no other civilized
country in the world where it is as easy
for the dangerous and misguided mem-
bers of a society to obtain firearms as in
the United States.

We are all familiar with the statistics
of our failure: 200,000 victims of gun
atrocities each year, and the crimes of
violence committed with a gun every 2
minutes in the United States.

Decisive action to regulate and control
the dangerous traffic in firearms is long
overdue. The Senate Juvenile Delin-
quency Subcommittee, of which I am a
member, has reported to the full Judi-
ciary Committee a firearms control bill
which would provide basic minimum
controls over mail-order interstate
traffie.

This bill is not a panacea, and it will
have to be matched by responsible leg-
islative action at the State level before
truly effective gun regulation can be
achieved. But this Federal action is
clearly a necessary first step. Unless
the Federal Government regulates gun
traffic between the States, even strong
State laws will be easily circumvented by
gun traffic interstate. In 1963 alone, for
example, over a million weapons were
sold by mail order. In Massachusetts,
which has strong gun laws, the traffic in
guns cannot be halted because guns are
easily purchased out of State. As a mat-
ter of fact, Commissioner Caples, of the
Massachusetts Department of Public
Safety, testified before our subecommit-
tee that 87 percent of the concealable
firearms used in crimes in Massachusetts
came from out-of-State purchases.

Massachusetts cannot control this in-
terstate traffic in guns, but the Federal
Government can, and the Federal Gov-
ernment must, because such regulation
is a precondition to effective State regu-
lation, without which the grim statis-
tics of death and destruction can only
continue to mount.

It is well known that this legislation
is strongly opposed by the National Rifle
Association and other members of the
gun lobby. I do not quarrel with their
rights to express their opposition to this
legislation, but I also do not believe that
their opposition represents the best in-
terests of this country or the wishes of
the great majority of our citizens.
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This legislation is supported by the
President of the United States, by the
American Bar Association, and by a host
of religious and civic groups. It is given
a high priority by the law enforcement
groups throughout our Nation, and I
think it commends the support of the
great majority of the American people.

Senator Dopp’s bill, S. 1592, will be
taken up by the full Judiciary Commit-
tee in the near future. I intend to work
to see it is favorably reported by our com-
mittee and that it is enacted into law.
We have heard from the lobby repre-
senting the gun manufacturer and the
sportsman and the hunter. Now let us
hear from the lobby of the American
people, for those of us in Congress who
are concerned about the need for effec-
tive gun control need their support in
the fight which looms ahead.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yield to the Senator from Florida.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I
wish to associate myself with the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Kennepy] on
this particular legislation.

I hope that this bill will be reported
by the Committee on the Judiciary. It
is long overdue.

I think that the unfortunate tragedy
in Texas yesterday more than anything
else points out the necessary of passing
the bill.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
appreciate the comments of the Senator
from Florida.

SENATOR MORSE CITES RECORD IN
REPLY TO ARTICLE ENTITLED
“HELL HATH NO FURY LIKE
WAYNE MORSE SCORNED”

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, I have
received a copy of the publication, the
Machinist, for August 4, 1966. The
publication has an article under the
heading “Hell Hath No Fury Like WAYNE
Morse Scorned.”

I am sure that the machinists would
want that in the Recorp. I am sure that
no one in the Senate would think he was
free to insert it in the Recorp because
of the rules of the Senate, but I cer-
tainly would like to accommodate the
machinists by asking unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp at this
point the article from the Machinist of
August 4, 1966.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

HeLnL HaTH No Fury LIKE WAYNE MORSE
SCORNED

The question has been asked a thousand
times these past few weeks: What has hap-
pen to WAYNE MoRrse?

The Senator from Oregon has been one of
labor’s heroes. With only the late Sen. Wil-
liam Langer of North Dakota beside him, he
defled the steamroller that stamped the
anti-union Landrum-Griffin bill into the law
books,

In his 20 years in the U.S, Senate he has
had scarcely a wrong vote in the Machinist’s
annual report card on Congress.

Last week, it was a new WayneE Mogrse
who goaded the Senate, trying to ram




August 2, 1966

through an emergency resolution to break
the solid airline strike.

Last month, Senator Morsg chaired the
Presidential Emergency Board that recom-
mended an unacceptable settlement of that
dispute. When airline employees struck,
rather than accept the Morse Board recom-
mendations, he tried to declare a national
emergency and force union members to
accept his terms.

FIVE O'CLOCE SHADOW

Since the strike started, Morse has risen
in the Senate almost daily to denounce the
union and the strikers and anyone who sup-
ported them. He has revived a technigue
he once used on behalf of Oregon’s sheep
raisers to break price control on wool. In
the years after World War II, he became
famous as the Senate’s “5 o’clock shadow™
for his late-afternoon speeches denouncing
the Office of Price Administration.

Old timers report that in his bitterest
moments he never treated the old OPA to
such a bombardment of intemperate invec-
tive and Insult as he has heaped on the
alrline strikers and their union officers.

MorseE began by calling the union leaders
unpatriotic, charging them with failing to
carry out their responsibilities to the troops
in Vietnam. He has repeated the charge on
several occasions despite the fact that De-
partment of Defense officials were praising
the union for continuing to service military
flights without interruption.

At last week’s Senate hearing, Secretary
Wirtz testified that air movement of materiel
and military personnel had actually increased
during the strike.

To Senator Morsg, the strikers' failure to
embrace his recommendations was “uncon-
scionable,” a “flagrant irresponsibility,” an
attempted “extortion.”

One day on the Senate floor he described

O President George Meany as one
“who claims to be a labor leader.”

Almost dally since the strike began, Morsg
has questioned the competence, the sincerity,
the emotional and mental stability of union
negotiators.

It was Senator MoRsE, not the President or
the Department of Defense who decided that
the airline strike had created a national
emergency. Their testimony to the contrary
did not influence him.

In the Senator's opinion, any settlement
including a cost-of-living clause, hospital
coverage for dependents, a company-paid
pension plan, or a 10-cent premium for air-
line mechanics when they are using their
Federal licenses would “lead the country over
the brink into the bottomless pit of economic
inflation.”

In the last hysterical hours before the Sen-
ate Committee blocked his resolution, Morse
was charging that the union proposals would
destroy the value of the dollar.

THE METAMORPHOSIS

Those who probe for reasons why Senator
Morse switched from labor's champion to
strikebreaker say that the change has been
coming on gradually for several years.

In foreign affairs, Senator Morsg has been
moving steadily away from the AFL-CIO
position.

Mogrse has become an implacable critic of
the U.S. foreign ald program which the Gov-
ernment has wused to encourage and
strengthen resistance to Communist aggres-
slon. MoRrse even left last week’s Senate
hearing on his own resolution to vote against
the Administration’s foreign ald program.

The AFL-CIO has always supported the
foreign aid program.

THE AGGRESSIVE DOVE

On Vietnam, Senator Morsg has been the
most aggressive of the Senate doves, attack-
‘ing U.S. military involvement in Southeast
Asla, He has insisted that the job be done
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by the United Nations although the Hanol
government has spurned every effort of the
UN to intervene.

The AFL~CIO, including the Machinists,
has been outspoken in support of the Presi-
dent's policies of halting Communist aggres-
slon in Southeast Asia and elsewhere.

Coincidentally, two other Senate doves,
BarTLETT of Alaska and CHUrcH of Idaho,
entered material in the CoNGRESsSIONAL REC-
orp denouncing the airline strike.

Labor's most serlous break with Senator
Morse happened last month in the Oregon
Senate primary. Mogrse hand picked Howard
Morgan, former member of the Federal Power
Commiesion, for the Democratic nomination.
The AFL-CIO and the IAM backed Rep.
RoperT B. DUNCAN. Morgan—and MORSE—
were defeated.

Here too, the big issue was Vietnam,
DuwncaN supporting the President, Morgan
supporting MORSE.

Labor already misses Senator MoRSE’s able
support. To his adversaries, the Oregon
Senator has always been implacable and
ferocious.

One thing is clear, Senator Morsg has
won himself a whole new set of friends.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to
say about the article that, as the head-
line would seem to indicate, the machin-
ists have appointed themselves to ana-
lyze what they think my motives are. Of
course, they know my motives are not
what they attribute to me. This is what
happens in a situation such as this.

This is really a disservice to the great
record of the machinists for industrial
statesmanship in labor disputes, for it is
not like them to engage in this kind of
character assassination.

They start out with the statement:

The question has been asked a thousand
times these past few weeks: What happened
to Waxywne Mogrsg?

Let me say to the machinists: Not one
single thing has happened as far as vary-
ing from my 32 years of record in the
field of labor relations, and my 21 years
of record in the Senate. Whenever I have
felt that any group in the country, be it
labor or any group, was following a
course of action that could not be recon-
ciled with the paramount public interest
I disagreed with them on the merits.

What has happened in this case is that
I think the machinists are following a
course of action which cannot be sup-
ported by the merits of the dispute, when
we look at the paramount public interest.
I intend, as I have in all of my public
career, to place the public interest first
and the labor lobby far down on the
scale of importance.

WASHINGTON: THE DEADLOCK
OF SUSPICION

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the re-
spected journalist, James Reston, writes
in the July 31 edition of the New York
Times that the apparent decision of the
Government of North Vietnam to spare
the captured American airmen has given
new hope fo those who advocate a de-
escalation of the Vietnam conflict. Mr.
Reston continues:

The opportunity exists on the larger ques-
tion of a negotiated settlement of the war.

He makes perfectly clear both that it is
& gross miscalculation for Hanoi to be-
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lieve that the U.S. military presence can
be removed from South Vietnam by force,
and that it is error to think that the
so-called “doves” in America can bring
about such an American military with-
drawal before negotiation.

I strongly endorse Mr. Reston’s analy-
sis, and ask unanimous consent that the
article entitled “Washington: the Dead-
lock of Suspicion” be printed at this point
in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

WasHINGTON : THE DEADLOCK OF SUSPICION

(By James Reston)

WasHINGTON, July 30.—After almost every
war, the historians think they can identify a
point where both sides had more to galn by
compromising than by fighting. It may be
that this polnt has now been reached in
Vietnam.

In the First World War, the Allled powers
were so convinced that the Kalser was the
ultimate enemy that they insisted on fighting
on to a military victory, and thereby helped
bring into existence two much more dan-
gerous and formidable forces—the Nazis on
the one hand and the Communists on the
other.

In the second World War, this same deter-
mination to achieve a military victory, pur-
sued in the name of liberty, resulted in the
loss of liberty for various countries in East-
ern Europe and the Balkans—the very places
whose freedom was the primary aim of both
world wars.

This is one of the major lessons of war in
the 20th century. No matter how hard the
antagonists have tried to anticlpate, the con-
sequences of war, the fighting has inevitably
produced unexpected results beyond their
control.

WASHINGTON'S REACTION

Washington has learned this lesson better
than Hanol, In fairness to Presldent John-
son, he has tried to start the compromising
process, but has been rebuffed so consistently
that the fighting is again dominating the
scene. The air war on North Vietnam was
more severe in the last week than in any
other week of the conflict. The Prime Min-
ister of South Vietnam, General Ky, has
started talking about either an invasion of
North Vietnam or a very long war, and while
it is easy to repudiate him, there is a certain
tragic logic in his point that so long as the
enemy has a jungle sanctuary in North Viet-
nam, bombing will not bring the conflict to
a military conclusion.

The tragedy of this is that Hanol now has
& better chance of achieving its major objec-
tive by negotiation than it has by fighting,
and does not seem to realize it. The major
objective of both the North Vietnamese and
the Chinese Governments seems falrly clear.
They want all American military power out
of Vietnam, No doubt they would like to
establish a Communist regime in Saigon, but
primarily they want to get rid of an air and
naval force which could destroy every city in
North Vietnam and Communist China, and
even if their main aim is to communize South
Vietnam, they still have to achieve the evacu-
atlon of the American forces in order to do so.

Hanol has chosen to try to achieve this
objective by force of arms rather than by
negotiations, and this must be the worst
political miscalculation since the Bay of Pigs.
The United States {s obviously not going to
lose the first test of arms in its history to
North Vietnam, of all places. China and the
Soviet Union might compel a military solu-
tion by the cost beyond what Wash-
ington is willing to pay, but they are no more

‘eager for a vast milltary test of strength

there than the United States.
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In this situation, North Vietnam has no
hope of driving the American expeditionary
force out of the country, but it could un-
doubtedly negotiate us out. The Preaident
has been quite explicit about this.

“We seek neither territory nor bases, eco-
nomic domination nor military alliance in
Vietnam,” he said in his State of the Union
Message In January of 1966,

“We seek no bases or speclal position for
the United States,” Secretary of State Rusk
told the Congress on August 8, 1965. And
dozens of similar statements have been made
on behalf of the Washington Government
ever since.

Hanol obviously does not believe this. The
officials there see the United States building
an air naval base at KEam Ranh Bay that is
the most modern base in Asia. They feel
they were twice deceived by negotiation—
once at the end of the Second World War,
when the United States helped restore
French power In Vietnam, and again at
Geneva in 1054, when they thought the
United States would keep its power out of
Vietnam.

THE UNITED NATIONS

The United States could be held to its no-
bases promise, however, by international su-
pervision of a compromise settlement, and
this is another of the mysteries of Hanol's
diplomacy. The U.S. has offered to bring the
United Nations and the International Con-
trol Commission into the negotiations, but
Hanol has rejected both, apparently counting
on the peace sentiment in the United States
to force the withdrawal of the American ex-
peditionary forces before it will talk.

This is undoubtedly a major blunder. All
the doves In America, backed by political
pressure for peace, cannot bring about such
an American military withdrawal before
negotiation. Hanoi misinterprets both the
objectives and the influence of those of us
who want a negotiated settlement in Viet-
nam. If its main objective is the with-
drawal of American power from the country,
it can get it by negotiation, supervised by
the U.N. or some other international body,
but it cannot compel withdrawal by force
of arms or pacifist sentiment in the United
States.

On the contrary, the longer the war goes
on and the greater the American sacrifice in
lives, the stronger the pressure will be here
in the United States to justify the war by
retalning precisely that American strategic
presence at Kam Ranh Bay the Communists
are seeking to avoild.

THE DOMINION OF FEAR

This is the tragedy of the war, Both sides
are caught up in the dominion of fear—
Washington in the fear of a Communist
conquest of the peninsula and Hanol and
Peking in the fear of permanent U.S. bases
that could dominate both North Vietnam
and China. The problem is to break this
deadlock of suspicion.

In recent days, & hopeful thing has hap-
pened in Vietnam. The Hanol Government
has listened to the appeals of the world to
spare the captured American fliers.

The unity exists on the larger ques-
tion of a negotiated settlement of the war,
If Hanoi's objective really is to get rid of
American power in Vietnam, it can un-
doubtedly do so in an internationally super-
vised negotiation. It cannot do so by count-
ing on the force of arms or the force of
peace sentiment in the United States.

A NEW CAMPAIGN TECHNIQUE

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the Fri-
day, July 29, edition of tke Chicago
Tribune reveals what is to say the least,
an asto new technique for po-
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litical candidates, a recommendation
t:usgested by the Secretary of Agricul-
ure.

In substance, what the Secretary is
telling Democratic congressional can-
didates is that the best way to handle a
difficult issue is to ignore it. “Just pre-
tend that it isn’t there” seems to be
what he is saying about controversial
issues such as infiation, according to this
report by Chicago Tribune reporter Aldo
Beckman, who quotes Mr. Freeman as
saying:

8lip, slide, and duck any question of high-
er consumer prices if you possibly can.

I have no reason to doubt the accu-
racy of the statements attributed to Mr.
Freeman, for, according to the article,
the reporter, Mr. Beckman, was present
for this conference, which was intended
to instruct candidates in the techniques
of how to win elections.

Mr. Freeman also has a suggestion on
how to handle the housewives of Amer-
ica, who are up in arms because of the
tremendous increases in the cost of living
which have occurred in recent months.

While Mr. Freeman is quite right in
saying that farm prices are not the cause
of inflation, he expresses a wariness that
congressional candidates should report
this fact, unless, of course, they are con-
fronted with a situation where “slip,
slide, and duck” will not work and a
candidate must state his position. Then,
believe it or not, the spokesman for
American agriculture believes it is ap-
propriate to take the farmers’ side.

Mr. Freeman suggests taking the
farmers’ side only if pressed to do so,
and then because he also believes it is the
easier course to follow, for the politically

expedient reason that “housewives are

not nearly as well organized.”

To compound the confusion of Mr.
Freeman's campaign suggestions, the
Secretary attempts to explain his action
in urging the Defense Department to
quit buying pork.

Mr. Freeman said the controversy was
a “complete bunch of nonsense,” because
his action “did not affect farm income
one bit.” However, the Chicago Tribune
reports that Mr. Freeman said he asked
the Defense Department to resume their
pork purchases as soon as the market
price dropped several cents. If his ac-
tion did not have any effect on market
prices, why did he bother to make his
suggestion to the Department of Defense
in the first place? And why did he later
withdraw it?

I have no idea what the candidates
thought after hearing Mr. Freeman's
outline of how to campaign, but if they
are not confused, I am certain the Amer-
ican farmers and the American house-
wives are confused over this latest effort
to refuse to pin the blame of inflation
exactly where it belongs: Administration
spending policies which have resulted in
a national deficit accumulation of about
$30 billion in the past 6 years.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp this
most interesting report on how to run
for office without talking about the issues,
and also an editorial on the same sub-
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ject which was published in the Chicago
Tribune on July 31.

There being no objection, the article
and editorial were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Chicago Tribune, July 20, 1966]

LBJ Ao WARNS CANDIDATES oF FARMERS' TRE—
DoN'T TALK INFLATION, FREEMAN ADVISES

(By Aldo Bechman)

WasHINGTON, July 28 —Secretary of Agri-
culture Orville Freeman has told Democratie
congressional candidates at a closed briefing
that they must overcome deep resentment
against the administration in farm areas and
should stay away from discussion of inflation.

“There is a reactlon far deeper and more
bitter than I could ever have anticipated”
among the nation's farmers over recent re-
marks by administration officlals concerning
farm prices, Freeman told the candidates.
“Farmers know what a tremendous minority
they are and they are very sensitive.”

Several weeks ago, President Johnson in-
dicated that high farm prices were partly to
blame for the increased cost of living and
two days later, Freeman announced he was
“pleased to report” that certain farm prices
were down.

DIRECTED TO CONFERENCE

Both remarks triggered almost Instant
criticism from farm belt congressmen and
from farm leaders thruout the nation.

A Chicago Tribune reporter listened in on
Freeman's discussions with congressional
candidates, after a girl, who was a staff mem-
ber of the Democratic national committee,
directed him into the room for a scheduled
“news briefing."

The reporter was wearing a badge which
had been issued by press officials, but it was
similar to those worn by the candidates and
was never checked closely. The reporter
later learned that the mews briefing, which
was to be held in an adjacent room of a
Washington hotel, had been canceled.

ASKS FOR ADVICE

A candidate from Columbus, Ohio., told
Freeman that a poll in his district showed
that the major issue was inflation, and he
sought advice on how to handle guestions
about the increased cost of living.

“I've been trying to figure out an answer
to that question for six years,” Freeman re-
plied. *“Slip, slide, and duck any question of
higher consumer prices if you possibly can.”

“Don't get caught in a debate over higher
prices between housewives and farmers,” he
cautioned. “If you do, and have to choose
& side, take the farmers’ side. It's the right
side, and, besides, housewives aren't mearly
as well organized.”

‘GET 40 FERCENT

Freeman sald that farmers get only 40 per
cent of the dollar that housewives spend for
food at the supermarkets and suggested that
candidates could point out that housewlves
pay extra for the luxury of ready-made foods.
“A TV dinner that costs 60 cents at the store
could be fixed at home for 20 cents,” Freeman
sald.

He urged the candidates to emphasize that
net farm income is at its highest in history.
“Farm income and farm outlooks are better
under this administration than they have
been under any other in years,” he sald.
“But,” he warned, “farmers never like to
be told they're doing all right.”

BUNCH OF NONSENSE

Freeman sald grain surpluses that were
such a problem several years ago have di-
minished so much that “we may be able to
increase wheat acreage allotments’ this fall.

He described as a “complete bunch of
nonsense,” the controversy over his letter to
Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, ask-
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ing the defense department to stop buying
pork several months ago, when the farmers
were recelving 30 cents a pound for hogs at
the market. “It didn't affect farm income
one bit,” he sald. "It was the absoclutely
logical thing to do and was conslistent with
the farmers’ interest.”

He indicated he would take the same ac-
tion if a similar situation arose again. “It is
only good sense that the defense depart-
ment should buy beef when there is less de-
mand for it by the nation’s consumers,” he
sald.

THEY WON'T BUY IT

Freeman sald he asked the defense depart-
ment to resume their pork purchases as soon
the the market price dropped several cents.

The former Minnesota governor told the
candidates that the percentage of each pay
check that now goes for food is lower than
in 1960. "You could tell them [the house-
wives] that, but we know they wouldn't
buy it,” he said.

The three-day closed meeting will end to-
morrow. During the sessions the candidates
were permitted to guestion either cabinet
members or representatives from each cab-
inet-level department.

[From the Chicago Tribune, July 31, 1866)
SECRETARY FREEMAN OVER A BARREL

(The newspaper is an institution developed
by modern civilization to present the news of
the day, to foster commerce and industry, to
inform and lead public opinion, and to fur-
nish that check upon government which no
constitution has ever been able to provide.—
The TrRIBUNE CREDO.)

Becretary of Agriculture Orville Freeman
has managed to drape himself over a barrel
in a “confidential” briefing of Democratic
congressional candidates on the subjects of
inflation, food costs, and the political mood
of the nation’s farmers. A Tribune reporter
who wandered into the supposedly closed
sesslon heard Mr. Freeman unload the fol-
lowing observations.

—"There is a reaction far deeper and more
bitter than I could ever have anticipated”
among farmers.

—To a candidate who asked how to handle
questions about the increased cost of living:
“I've been trying to figure out an answer to
that question for six years. Slip, slide, and
duck any questions on higher consumer
prices if you possibly can.”

—"Don’t get caught in a debate over higher
prices between housewives and farmers. If
you do, and have to choose a side, take the
farmers' side. It's the right side, and, be-
sides, housewives aren't nearly as well orga-

—On the contention of the administration
that the percentage of each pay check that
now goes for food is lower than in 1960: “You
could tell them [the housewlves] that, but
we know they wouldn't buy it."

The Minnesota Machiavelll therewith
wrapped up as deceitful a body of political
philosophy as has ever been produced by any
exponent of the Great Society, which covers
a lot of ground., This administration has
distinguished itself by its prediliction for
“managing the news,” but Mr. Freeman is in
a class by himself.

What he told the Democratic candidates
for confidential consumption is something
quite different from what the administration
chooses to tell the people publicly. The ad-
ministration has engaged in the window
dressing of establishing a “consumer coun-
selor” in the person of Mrs. Esther Peterson
in the labor department. This is intended
to evidence its huge concern for the con-
sumer, who is usually deplcted as a nitwit
who can't read the label on a package.

Another of the administration's Potemkin
villages calls for enactment of “truth-in-
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packaging” legislation. The consumer is
supposed to be befuddled by the large range
of packages on the store shelves, so that, as
one proponent of the legislation contends, he
is unable to buy knowledgeably and stay
within the family budget.

But the fact is that it is Democratic fiscal
policy that promotes inflation and drives up
prices to new records with each succeeding
month. As Mr. Freeman made clear, it is a
subject from which the administration pre-
fers to steer away, because there is no sensi-
ble political answer to it. So the party's
candidates are advised to “slip, slide, and
duck.”

Secretary Freeman on a field trip around
the middle west learned of widespread dis-
content among farmers. They resent Presi-
dent Johnson's statement that high farm
prices were partly to blame for the increased
cost of living, and they were not mollified
when Freeman followed up with the state-
ment that he was “pleased to report” that
some farm prices were down.

Mr. Freeman has maneuvered himself into
an unenviable position. He is no more popu-
lar with the farmers than the administration
is with the consumers. The only out for
both is to try to do a snow job on the people.

LET TELEVISION REACH ITS
POTENTIAL

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, once
again the Ford Foundation has done our
Nation a great service.

The foundation’s suggestion that con-
sideration be given to formation of a
nonprofit nationwide satellite television
system which would carry an extensive
schedule of educational programs fi-
nanced by transmission of commerecial
TV shows is a bold and exciting proposal
to help upgrade the quality of American
life.

Few persons will argue that television
has lived up to its great potential or to
its great responsibility. If the techno-
logical revolution is to have any meaning
for our culture, that revolution must not
only be concerned with making daily
tasks easier to perform. It must not only
be concerned with offering people ways to
escape the realities of the day.

This revolution must also be shaped to
serve the cultural, intellectual and in-
formational needs of the people. Tele-
vision offers unique opportunities to meet
these needs. Freed from the tyranny of
audience polls, freed from some of the
harsh economic facts of producing pro-
grams, television can reach its potential
as a great instructional and cultural
medium.

For that reason I welcome the Ford
Foundations’ proposal.

For that reason I strongly urge the
Federal Communications Commission to
delay any decision on proposals for the
construction and operation of communi-
cations satellite facilities by other than
recognized common carriers until the
proposal of the Ford Foundation has been
carefully reviewed and other important
studies relating to this question are com-
pleted.

Regardless of how the FCC rules on
this matter, I will consider introducing
legislation designed to make certain that
national legislation does not stand in the
way of educational television reaching its
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potential when new communications sat-
ellites are launched to serve this Nation.

In addition, I hope that when commu-
nications satellites are launched service
to Alaska will be included in the plan.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the lefter of McGeorge Bundy,
president of the Ford Foundation, to
Rosel H. Hyde, Chairman of the FCC,
concerning the foundation’s proposals, be
printed in the Recorp as it appeared in
this morning’s edition of the New York
Times.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Avgust 1, 1966.

DeAR MR. CaEAIRMAN: I have the ionor to
submit herewith a statement from the Ford
Foundation which responds to the invitation
of the Federal Communications Commission
for “the views and comments of interested
parties” on “proposals for the construction
and operation of communications satellite
facilities” by others than recognized common
carriers. I am also addressing this same let-
ter to each of the other Commissioners.

In this covering letter I want to sum-
marize our conclusions—and also to explain
informally the deep concern which moved
us to make the studies which have led to
this submission.

First, I note that the Ford Foundation
has no commercial interest and no operating
interest in this matter. We exist for the
purpose of giving money away—as wisely
and constructively as we can. This is the
source of our deep interest in the present
question.

We have a wider and longer experience of
the effort to establish effective noncommer-
cial television than any other single institu-
tion in the country. We have been by far
the largest single source of funds for this
effort. We have fifteen years of experience.
We have made grants, directly and indirectly,
of more than a hundred million dollars a
year; currently we are making additional
grants at the rate of more than ten million
dollars a year.

From this experience we
three lessons:

(1) The first and most Important lesson
is that noncommercial television has unlim-
ited potential, for human welfare and for
the quality of American life, The best
achievements of the best existing stations
are proof enough—but there is still more
powerful evidence in the best achievements
of the best services abroad. And the most
powerful evidence of all is in the all-but-
unanimous conviction of the ablest men in
American television today: that nothing is
more needed—for television itself as well
as for the country—than a first-rate national
noncommercial service.

PRESENT SERVICES INADEQUATE

(2) The second lesson is that existing
services, and existing means of support, can-
not hope to develop more than & fraction of
this potential. The existing systems are
much better than nothing. Compared to
what this country deserves, they are a de-
pressing failure. This is not the fault of
the talented and dedicated men who have
worked their hearts out for noncommercial
television. It is the fault of all of us—in
that we have not yet found a way to give
this work the resources it needs. It can
well be argued that we at the Ford Founda-
tion have contributed to this fallure. When
we give $6-million a year to the National
Educational Television and Radio Center
(NET), we seem to have done a lot. And
for us it is a lot—it is our largest continuing

have learned
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annual grant. But the brutal fact is that
our big gift is much too small,

(3) The third lesson follows from the first
two: it is that the nation must find a way
to a wholly new level of action in this field—
one which will release for our whole people
all the enlightenment and engagement, all
the immediacy and freedom of experience
which are inherent in this extraordinary
medium and which commercial services—as
they freely admit—cannot bring out alone.

These three general conclusions are broadly
shared, I believe, among all who have studied
this problem—by leaders in the Congress, by
the members and staff of your Commission,
and by independent experts. They underlie
the establishment last year of a distinguished
commission of private citizens to study the
future of non-commercial television, under a
charge from the Carnegie Corporation and
with encouragement from President John-
son. TUnder the chairmanship of Dr. James
Killian that commission is working hard to
produce a prompt and constructive report.
It will be good if we can avold major decl-
sions affecting the future of educational tele-
vision until we have the benefit of the Car-
negie report. A declsion limiting the owner-
ship and operation of communications satel-
lites would be such a decision—and on this
ground alone the commission would do well
to avoid any ruling of this sort at this time.

PRESSURE FOR DECSIONS

But there are legitimate and important
interests which are pressing for early deci-
sions. The Ford Foundation can well under-
stand the forces that could lead some to
argue that great commercial questions should
not be delayed for months while everyone
walts for “one more report” on the future of
educational television. Because Carnegie
Commission is still at work, it is not in a posi-
tion today to contest this point in detail.
Yet it has seemed to us a matter of high im-
portance that the public interest in the fu-
ture of noncommercial television be fully
and properly represented in the pleadings be-
fore your Commission. This is what our
submission alms to do. Our right to present
this view is the right of any element in our
eoclety to be heard. Our duty to do it grows
from experience, expenditure, and the terms
of our foundation's charter.

This right and this duty are made doubly
urgent because of the promise that satellite
communications may permit a revolution
both in the technology and in the economics
of television. Intensive exploratory studies
have convinced us at the Ford Foundation
that these revolutlonary possibilities offer
the promise of building a cost-free highway
system for multiplied regional and national
noncommercial service—and also of provid-
ing a large part of the new funds which are
desperately needed for noncommercial pro-
gramming at every level.

The model we present is one way, not the
only way. We are sure it can be improved by
public study and comment. The state of the
art is changing so fast—and we have had so
much to learn since March 2—that we are
sure our present design can be Improved by
criticism., For this reason alone we would
welcome hearings on this whole subject. And
on wider grounds we are sure that any major
restrictive action taken without hearings
would be offensive to the public sense of
Talrness.

LOOKING FOR AN ANSWER

While the financial needs of educational
television are widely recognized, the sources
of the needed funds have been elusive. With
the shining exception of the Educational
Television Facilities Act of 1962, the Federal
Government as a whole has stood to one slde
(and the Act of 1062, with all its generosity
and foresight, carries a total appropriation
which is lower than the funds spent by the
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Ford Foundation alone In the years since the
Act was passed).

Moreover, Americans are understandably
cautious about direct Federal financing of
channels of communication to the public. A
number of additional remedies have been
suggested, and we must hope for more light
on this from the Carnegie Commission, but
the hard fact is that up to now no remotely
adequate solution has been found. We all
want educational television to be properly
funded. We do not want the Government to
“pay the piper and call the tune.” We are
looking for an answer.

And that is what makes the possibilities of
satellites so extraordinarily important. Non-
commercial television has two great needs:
first, to become a true national network, at a
cost it can afford—and second, to have money
for programming at a wholly new level of ex-
cellence. Properly used, a television satellite
can meet both needs. By its natural eco-
nomic advantage over long landlines, it can
effectively eliminate long-distance charges as
& determining element in network choices—
commercial and noncommercial alike.

And if in the case of commercial networks
a major share of these savings is passed on
to the noncommercial programers, then both
problems are on the road to solution, and
everyone is better off than he was before.
This is not magic, or sleight-of-hand. It is
a people’s dividend, earned by the American
nation from its enormous investment In
space.

‘We are far from contending that a portion
of the savings of the commercial users will
pay for every possible program tomorrow. In
our formal submission we estimate that such
a system might produce $30-million a year
for ETV programming almost at once, and
perhaps twice that much within ten years.
This is more than enough to start the revolu-
tion we seek—and there would be still more
in the future.

THE DESERT COULD BLOOM

And all this, our analysis suggests, should
be accompanied also by a wholly new level of
investment—public and private—in the pro-
grams of live instruction that the satellite
system invites. The satellite, used in the
right way, can make the desert bloom for
whole new areas of television. We do not
claim that our way of doing it is the best.
We do belleve the best way must be found.

One cause of questioning may be the initial
human effort of establishing a service of the
sort that we suggest. Where can we find the
first-rate men for a new nonprofit venture?
We have considered this gquestion, and we
have asked a number of the best profes-
sionals for their opinion. Their verdict is
unanimous. We are talking here about a
vision of excellence for the life of all Amer-
icans. Good men will want to work for it.
We are convinced the signal of approval for
a system like this one would release a rush
of talent for the leaders of the new enterprise,

There is also a question of money. Once
it i1s started, the enterprise will surely pay for
itself and for much good money to get it off
the ground? That is a falr question, but we
are convinced that there are good answers—
in the resources of the commercial networks,
in the lending power of those who know a
sure success when they see it and in the re-
sources of those who hold the view that
money which helps to turn this corner will
be money well used for the quality of Amer-
ican life. Our own commitment to this gen-
eral purpose is clear.

We fully recognize the legitimate and rea-
sonable needs of others who are concerned
with satellite communications. We are con-
vinced that our proposal does no significant
harm to the legitimate and recognized inter-
ests of Comsat or the common carriers. With
or without added responsibility for domestic
television, Comsat will remain an unusually
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privileged commercial enterprise—a prime
and protected investment with exclusive
chartered rights In international satellite
service,

Comsat faces International horizons which
can engage its full energles for decades to
come. The prosperity of all does not require
for any a monopoly of the space communica-
tions avallable to the American people. And
for the common carriers the revenue pres-
ently at issue is less than 1 percent of a
business which grows by meore than that in
every season of every year.

For all these reasons, we belleve the door
to a new and separate broadcast satellite
service must not be closed. We do not now
present a formal application. We think it
right to wait for the report of the Carnegie
Commission, and we also believe that the
Ford Foundation should not undertake alone
the framing of a formal application in a mat-
ter which relates to the interests and con-
cerns of all Americans.

MODEL OF A SOLUTION

What we have done Initially is to develop
one possible model of a solution. We have
tested it for technical feasibility with the pro-
fesslonal counsel of Dr. Eugene Fubini of the
International Business Machines Corporation.
We have tested it against the laws with the
help of Mr, David Ginsburg of Washington,
We have tested its economic validity with the
advice of Dr. Paul MacAvoy of the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology, We have
tested it against the realities of television
programming with the help of Mr. Fred
Friendly, our adviser on television. We have
tested it against our own experience in the
philanthropic support of noncommercial
television.

We think this model is sound against all
these tests. But our purpose in presenting it
is not to ask the Commission to grant a li-
cense now, to us or to anyone else. Our im-
medlate purpose is rather to urge the Com-
mission to take no action now that would
foreclose these possibilities.

We think the Commission should invite a
more formal proposal from the widest pos-
slble public. We think such a proposal
would be forthcoming. We think it would
be compelling. We would be glad to join
with others to present it. All that we feel
it right to do today is to enter the strongest
possible argument against any action that
would close the door to this new hope for all
Americans,

In summary, our underlying purpose is not
to press for a particular solution, and still
less to interfere In any way with the legiti-
mate interests of others. Our purpose is to
stress four fundamental propositions:

(1) the critical importance to American
life of properly designed domestic communi-
cations satellite systems;

(2) the very great—and largely un-
studied—potential of such systems for non-
commercial television and for education in
its widest sense;

(3) the possibility that the management
of this new natlonal resource and the rates
charged for its use can be arranged in such
& way as to provide adequate resources for a
wholly new level of service to the American
people; and

(4) the deslrability of most careful delib-
eration before national decisions are reached
with regard to the assignment of responsi-
bility in this area,

This is a time for due process, and for
greatness.

Sincerely,
McGEeoORGE BUNDY.

PERMANENT SOLUTION FOR
NATIONWIDE STRIKE

MR. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
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in the Recorp a statement I issued to the
news media today regarding the need for
a pernianent solution to the problem of
nationwide strikes.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

RELEASE FroM THE OFFICE OF SENATOR A.
WiLLis ROBERTSON, DEMOCRAT OF VIRGINIA

Senator A. WiLLis RoBERTSON, Democrat, of
Virginia, called on Congress today to deal
permanently with the problems of strikes
which affect the nation as a whole by making
labor unions subject to the anti-trust laws,

“We should either outlaw industry-wide
strikes, or make labor unions subject to the
anti-trust laws when they interfere with the
interstate movement of goods or services es-
sential to the maintenance of the national
economy, health or safety,” sald Senator
ROBERTSON.

“I realize that, in the current airline emer-
gency, there is not time to work out a per-
manent solution to nationwide strikes, but
after dealing with the imminent problem,
Congress should turn its attention to provid-
ing a more satisfactory remedy for similar
situations that are bound to arise in the
future.

“I am opposed to compulsory arbitration
because of the danger that the agency or
official designated to name the arbiters could
plick individuals favorable to one side or the
other,

“The best solution, in my opinion, is the
one I proposed in 1950, to empower the gov-
ernment to go into Federal court for a deter-
mination of whether a nationwide strike
constitutes an unreasonable restraint of
trade, as contemplated by the Sherman anti-
trust law.

“The record is clear that when Congress
passed the Sherman Act in 1890 it intended
it to apply to restraint of trade by any group,
whether of business or labor, and for many
years the act was so construed. But, in
1941, five members of the Supreme Court,
in the Hutcheson Case, held otherwise.

“The control of production and the fixing
of prices by union action, in commodities or
services essential to the public welfare of
the United States, seem to me just as objec-
tionable from the standpoint of the ultimate
effect on our economy as similar action by
employer groups.

“The bill (I said in 1950) which I have
offered would in plain language remove the
immunizing effect of the Clayton and Norris-
LaGuardia Acts from conduct which up until
1941 had been almost universally branded
as illegal and against the public interest, and
which had always been regarded as outlawed
by the Sherman Act.

“It would leave the government free to go
into court and it would leave the court free
to put a stop to labor union practices which
are s0 detrimental to the national welfare
that some remedy, beyond the temporary
stop-gap remedy of the Taft-Hartley Act, is
essential to protect the people of this coun-
try. The Sherman Act would then agaln
serve, as it originally served, as a brake on
unions which seek to put their own activities
ahead of the national welfare.”

PROPOSED AMALGAMATION OF
CERTAIN USIA OFFICERS INTO
THE FOREIGN SERVICE—H.R.
6277
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, a number of

news reports lately have mentioned my

part in the Senate’s consideration of the

Hays bill, HR. 6277, and the proposed

amalgamation of 697 USIA officers into
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the Foreign Service. Some of these re-
ports were misleading and inaccurate.
I would like to correct them for the
RECORD.

First, I have never been fully convinced
that the three foreign affairs agencies—
the Department of State, the Agency for
International Development, and the U.S,
Information Agency—must have a single
personnel system. Furthermore, I share
the worry of interested labor unions and
veterans organizations over the possible
erosion of the civil service and the princi-
ple of veterans preference which would
result from this bill. I have kept these
views very much in mind. Finally, I did
not believe that the blanket amalgama-
tion of 697 USIA officers was a good idea.
I believed that it would both change the
character of the corps of Foreign Serv-
ice officers and weaken USIA’s chance of
having a professional career for infor-
mation officers.

As a member of the special Subcom-
mittee of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, chaired by the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, I have at-
tempted to change and improve certain
aspects of the bill and the proposed amal-
gamation of USIA officers, with which I
disagreed. To do so, I recommended
that:

First. Some individuals now in the
civil service, who would remain on do-
mestic duty permanently, should be left
in the civil service and not drawn into
the Foreign Service. The administra-
tion opposed this suggestion.

Second. All individuals in the Foreign
Service presently having veterans’ pref-
erence should continue to have it. The
Hays bill would have deprived Foreign
Service staff people of this right. My
amendment, for which I secured the ad-
ministration’s agreement, would have
preserved veterans’ preference rights for
those of the Foreign Service staff corps
who are veterans.

Third. We should avoid dilution of the
Foreign Service, but assure USIA of a
career service, and thus prevent a serious
morale problem among the Agency's
finest officers whose names have been
recommended for Presidential commis-
sions for 2 years in a row. My amend-
ments would have restored this vital
Agency's presently threatened esprit de
corps by establishing a fully rounded ca-
reer service by which topflight officers
might be recruited, trained, and main-
tained in a sound personnel system of its
own.

It would seem to me that the present
attitude in the subcommittee toward the
Hays bill, the proposed USIA amalgama-
tion, and my amendments is as follows:

First, the concept of a unified foreign
service personnel system has not won
favor;

Second, the amalgamation of USIA’s
697 officers into the Foreign Service has
likewise failed to find support; and

Third, the need for a USIA career
service is generally recognized.

All told, the Hays bill, in the form in
which it was referred to the Senate, was
not approved by me and appears now to
have little chance of approval by Senator
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Gore’s subcommittee. Those portions
concerned with veterans’ preference and
changes in the civil service personnel
structure of the three foreign affairs
agencies are particularly moribund.
Therefore, in view of the subcommittee’s
apparent interest in regularizing USIA's
personnel system, I propose shortly to
offer separate legislation to establish a
permanent career service for USIA.

HONOLULU IRONWORKS RECIPIENT
OF PRESIDENTIAL “E” AWARD

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, another
indication of Hawaii's persistent efforts
to increase our volume of foreign trade
in the Pacific will come next week when
the Honolulu Iron Works receives the
Presidential “E” Award from the U.S.
Department of Commerce for its “pro-
gressive export qualities.”

Honolulu has recently established a
foreign trade zone which will enable im-
porters to display and store their prod-
ucts on a duty-free basis until they are
purchased for import into this eountry.

In an editorial published July 30, 1966,
the Honolulu Advertiser commented on
the overseas operations of Honolulu Iron
Works and Theo. H. Davies & Co., Ltd.,
another Honolulu firm.

We in Hawaii are extremely proud of
the contributions being made by these
and other firms in Hawaii in the field of
international commerce.

If there is no objection, I respectfully
request that the editorial be printed in
full in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

MoRrE ON ISLAND EXPORTS

On August 9, the Honolulu Iron Works—
through its president, George W. Murphy—
will receive the Presidential “E” Award for
its “progressive export qualities.”

This underlines the point we made in a
recent editorial that Hawali's exports of
products and know-how can be of increasing
value to us and to the nations of the Pacific
and elsewhere.

Honolulu Iron, which produces heavy
equipment for sugar, transportation, food
processing and other key industries, has en-~
gineering and manufacturing facilities not
only In Hawail and Louilslana but in the
Philippines—and its products are manufac-
tured through associates in Mexico and Peru
as well.

It places considerable emphasis on research
and development and currently is offering
equipment embodying new processes to both
the sugar and pineapple trade.

The company maintains sales offices at
each of the overseas sites above as well as
in Hong Kong and Okinawa. In all, Hono-
lulu Iron products are at work in 42 coun-
tries, accounting for the fact that last year,
as an example, 28 per cent or about $10
million of the company’s sales were in the
export market,

Another firm which, llke Honolulu Iron,
is long active In the Philippines is Theo H.
Davies & Co., Ltd., which has been there
since 1928 and now does about $20 million
in sales.

Davies Far East 1s involved in sugar manu-
facturing, in the concrete block and cement
business and in the making of Zenith TV
sets for Philippines sales.
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‘What is less known is the company's oper-
ation In Spaln—Theo. H. Davies, Iberica,
B.A., a subsidiary headquartered in Madrid.

Less than three years old, Davies Iberica
has shown rapid growth. With its subsid-
iaries, it manufactures Fedders air condi-
tioners; auxiliary and speclal equipment for
the construction industry and public works
companies; concrete blocks and hollow tile.

It also has a substantlal Investment in a
Mediterranean resort devolopment on the
Costa del Sol, described as the “new favorite
playground of Europe.” Plans are for resi-
dences, apartment bulldings, a first-class
hotel, a shopping center and recreation fa-
cilities. To keep the 31;-mile beach clean,
Davies reports that “special machines (have
been) brought from Hawali.”

Thus do Island links spread ever wider,
providing profitable outlets for talent and
for merchandise.

e ——

A SENSE OF LOSS

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, the
memory of Adlai Stevenson’s death on
July 14, a few days more than a year
ago, still remains clear and painful. Ob-
viously, I am not alone in this feeling.
Recently two pieces have appeared,
written by his friends, which bring back
to us much of the aura of the man. Last
week Marguis Childs wrote in the Wash-
ington Post on “Adlai Stevenson: A Sense
of Loss. He commented that “millions
in this country and around the world felt
his passing as a personal loss.”

‘Why should his loss be mourned when
his influence on our foreign policy was
so limited? Marquis Childs went on
to say:

The reason is not hard to find. His gen-
erosity of spirit, his magnanimity, his lack
of malice, his humor, the free flow of ideas—
all this came through in almost everything
he wrote and spoke. Above all, a generosity
of spirit is missed today.

In the July 9 issue of the Saturday
Review, Elmo Roper wrote an editorial
entitled “Adlai Stevenson: A New Vi-
sion,” in which he said:

There is no question that for most people
in this country, Stevenson will be remem-
bered as a Presidential candidate who was
greater in defeat than many have been in
victory.

Roper continued that Stevenson “cap-
tured the conscience and imagination of
a particular political generation—the
liberals of the fifties.” -

He concluded with a call for greatness:

We need what Adlal Stevenson had,

Mr. President, I concur wholeheartedly
with the sentiments expressed in these
two pieces, and I ask unanimous consent
that they be printed in full at this point
in the REcoRrb.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

ADLAI STEVENSON: A SENSE oF Loss
(By Marquis Childs)

A year has passed since Adlai Stevenson
died while walking in Grosvenor Square in
London. He had been through trial and
tribulation in his post as Ambassador to the
United Nations. His influence on the foreign
policy of the Johnson Administration was
negligible, Yet millions in this country and
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around the world felt his passing as a per-
sonal loss. And, if one may venture a guess,
that sense of loss is still strong not only
among his friend= but among the unnum-
bered multitude that looked to him for some-
thing more than the exercise of power.

The reason is not hard to find. His gen-
erosity of spirit, his magnanimity, his lack
of malice, his humor, the free flow of ideas—
all this came through in almost everything
he wrote and spoke. Above all, a generosity
of spirlit is missing today and, while this
made him vulnerable to petty snipers prac-
ticing a dublious power politics, it was the
essential element of his greatness.

Much was written after his death about
his dismay and disillusion at the course of
American policy and the chores he was called
on to perform at the UN. He was in on the
crash landings, as in the Bay of Pigs fiasco,
but seldom on the take-offs.

This reporter was in South America at the
time of his death and the memory of that
call from the Embassy giving the news 1s still
sharp. I had spent several days witk him in
New York at the height of the Dominican
crisis in May and he was deeply troubled by
the assigned task of justifying the massive
American intervention. As a thinking man
he knew well that far more was involved
than either a Communist threat or the safety
of Americans on the island.

But he was loyal to those from whom he
took his orders and if at that time of great
strain he contemplated resigning his post
he never spoke of it. Nor did his humor fail
him. The recollection of a small relaxed
dinner party as which he told story after
story, some new and some old, as the table
rocked with laughter is unforgettable.

Increasingly evident in the year since
his death is the fact that he was trapped.
He was caught between the aspirations of a
world organization seeking a common way
to peace and the demands of an Administra-
tion in Washington resorting to nationalist
solutions for situations in which force ap-
peared the only recourse.

This is the dilemma in which Stevenson’s
successor, Arthur Goldberg, finds himself.
By the Lyndon Johnson persuasiveness—a
brand seldom equalled in public life—Gold-
berg was moved to leave the Supreme Court
and take a post held out as one in which
the potential for achieving peace could mean
salvation for the world and a crown of glory
for the architect. Ambassador Goldberg
finds himself limited to gestures far short of
the heroic future unfolded before him in the
President’s study.

The U.N. is, in fact, in danger, under the
one-nation, one-vote rule, of falling under
the control of the countries of color. With
African nations joined to the Asian bloec they
could outvote the West. If and when Red
China is admitted such a powerful bloc be-
comes an even greater threat. A rebellion
in this country against paylng more than
one third the cost of the U.N. is not hard
under those circumstances to foresee.

Stevenson understood this danger. He
had from time to time talked about resigning
and following a quieter life, including the
writing he wanted to do. But public office
and its perquisites had become a habit.
His friends were concerned that in the dizzy
round of the UN. it was an unfortunate
habit—a drug of sorts easing the pain of so
much disillusion and disappointment.

He was unlucky in his public career.
Twice he ran for President against a great
military hero and twice he was disastrously
defeated, Nothing he might have done in
those two campaigns, and particularly in
the second one in 1956, was in any way likely
to alter the outcome, and with his intultive
knowledge of political trends he surely knew
it.
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The abiding ambition he carried with him
to the grave was to be Secretary of State.
His own mistake in judgment when at the
1960 Democratic convention he declined to
deal himself out of the Presidential game is
widely considered to have denied him that
ambition.

Given the imprint he left on his time, the
mark of that generous, gquesting spirit,
Stevenson is likely to live longer in history
than many of the power-grabbers and power-
seekers. His heritage is written In the
character of a citizen-patriot who denied the
savagery and brutality of his own time of
troubles.

[From Saturday Review, July 9, 1966]
ADLAT STEVENSON: A NEw Vision

On July 14 it will be a year since Adlai
Stevenson died. During this time his career
and character have been praised and analyzed
and defined. It is clear that many things
Stevenson was and did will be written into
history. Yet, although much has been in-
cluded in the appreciative portrait that has
emerged since his death, I think perhaps
the most important thing has been the least
commented on.

His achievements in office, of course, have
been recounted. There is an awareness of
the grace with which he played his last and
perhaps most difficult role of Ambassador to
the United Nations. Frustrated at his dis-
tance from the center of power, he yet lent
all the fine resources of his intellect to repre-
senting that power. We will continue to
hear, in the phrases of the President of the
U.N. General Assembly, “the echo of his elo-
quent and tempered words, the expression of
a noble spirit and a high culture placed at
the service of his country, but placed also at
the service of the ideals of peace and justice.”

There is less awareness of his perhaps even
more remarkable achievements as Governor
of Illinois. For a man who has been called
impractical, it ‘is worth remembering that
his term of office was as constructive as that
of any of the governors of that state in this
century. While he was governor—io name
Just a few of his accomplishments—a neg-
lected civil service was revitalized, useless
political appointees were eliminated, unem-
ployment and workmen's compensation bene-
fits were Increased, and Illinois was started
on the path upward from one of the lowest
levels of state aid for public schools to a
heartening increase. He himself once told
me that the period of his life of which he
was proudest—and which he most enjoyed—
was his four years as Governor of Illinois.

There is no question that for most people
in this country, Stevenson will be remem-
bered as a Presidential candidate who was
greater in defeat than many have been in vic-
tory. All the memorable facets of Steven-
son’s character were revealed in that first,
unforgettable campalgn when he chose to put
the pursuit of truth above the pursult of
power, and decided to “talk sense to the
American people.”

In his role as losing Presidential candidate,
Adlal Stevenson captured the conscience and
imagination of a particular political gener-
ation—the liberals of the Fifties, whom the
times were against but who, in fact, repre-
sented the malinstream of the future. The
complexity of his vision and the eloquence of
his speech burst upon liberal intellectuals
with a shock of recognition: “He's one of
us!” More than John Eennedy, who ap-
pealed as much for his youth and energy as
for the qualities of his mind, it was Steven-
son with whom, as with no other political
leader in recent history, they could identify.

And Stevenson will, of course, be remem-
bered for his wit. It delighted all those who
had not succumbed to the soggy proposition
that to be serious one has to be dull. Un-
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fortunately, in the 1950s too many had suc-
cumbed, and their appetite for portentous
platitude was amply satisfled by Stevenson's
opponent. It is an odd notion that wit is
frivolous, and a dangerous notion If this
attitude takes hold among a people. For a
people without humor is a people without
vision. Adlal Stevenson's humor arose from
his abllity to stand off and reflect on the
political condition, from his awareness of the
possibilities of pathos and fallure that always
lie in wailt for noble deeds. He met the su-
preme test of humor—he could laugh at
himself!

Adlal Stevenson will be remembered for all
these things and more. But the time has
come to put them into perspective, for an
evaluation of his lasting imprint on Ameri-
can soclety. And I think that may be some-
thing rather different from the uniquely
personal qualities for which he was so greatly
admired.

What Adlal Stevenson gave us, at a turn-
ing point in our history, was a new vision
of and respect for the intellectual life. To
a nation too long dependent on improvisa-
tion and narrow practicality, too long scorn-
ful of the intellect and its fruits, he became
a model of a truly educated man, Nearly a
decade before Robert Frost was invited to
the White House, Adlal Stevenson stood be-
fore the nation as an embodiment of humane
and clvilized intelligence. Though he was
derided by some as an “egghead” in his time,
since Stevenson it is no longer possible to
think of intellectuals as wildeyed and bushy-
haired. He made the intellect respectable,
and from these beginnings, who knows?
The climate for intellectuals may one day
become as favorable as it was in the days of
Thomas Jefferson.

In recent years Americans have become
very nervous about learning. The Russian
space achievements have shaken us up, and
we've gone about solving the problem in a
typical American way. We're bullding more
schools, and the kids are competing harder
than ever to get into and out of college. I
have even heard that football heroes no
longer have their pick of the more desirable
females on campus. The intellect is becom-
ing a new status symbol, a new way to win.
But if we are to solve the tormenting prob-
lems that beset us, if we are to reckon with
revolutionary changes In our society and our
world, we need more than bright young men.
‘We need what Adlal Stevenson had.

For more than anything, he showed us the
proper uses of the mind. He demonstrated
that the human intellect can be more than
merely learned, more than brilliant, or use-
ful, or shrewd. He showed us a mind at its
highest functioning, at home with the cul-
ture of the past, involved in a continual
quest for enlightenment about the present,
and imaginative about philosophies for the
future. He gave all of America something
to strive for.

INVITATION TO VISIT ST. CLAIR
COUNTY, ALA.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, as
an advocate of seeing America first, so
that every American may be enriched by
seeing something of the greatness of his
country and viewing the monuments of
its history, I again invite my colleagues
and every American to Alabama, a State
which extends from the Gulf of Mexico
across the valley of the Tennessee for
300 miles of beauty and excitement.

Today I should like to invite you spe-
cifically to come to Alabama and visit in
St. Clair County, one of Alabama’s
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mountain counties and an area of great
beauty, comparable to the Ozarks of
Missouri and Arkansas and the North
Carolina mountains. St. Clair County
has an added tourist-recreational at-
traction in the Coosa River lakes which
form the eastern boundary of the
county. Modern marinas and fishing
camps and fine motels make this region
particularly attractive to those who en-
joy good fishing, boating and water
sports.

A most unusual attraction in St. Clair
County is Horse Pens Forty, a 40-acre
tract atop Chandler Mountain which is
characterized by great rocks standing
high above the plateau. The mountain-
top has been the scene of annual arts
and crafts festivals, but it is worth visit-
ing just to wander along the trails be-
tween the massive rocks and observe the
animallike rock formations—elephants,
dinosaurs, turtles, and other sculptures
hewn out by the eroding hand of nature.

In former days there were few motels
and restaurants in St. Clair County to
entertain and shelter the tourist, but
this has changed. There is a delightful
small restaurant at Odenville, for exam-
ple, and several motels and restaurants
in the Pell City area. The traveler in
St. Clair County will be among some of
the most hospitable people in the world.

All of this charm is only a few miles
from Birmingham, the steel center of
the South, or from Gadsden and Annis-
ton, major cities to the east of St. Clair.
It is less than a 2-hour drive from
Huntsville, the rocket city. Interstate
20 and Interstate 59 cross the county,
as do several Federal highways and good
State highways. It is easily accessible
from Atlanta, Chattanooga, or the Nash-
ville area, and it is worth visiting.

I invite you to come to Alabama, to
see our State and to see us as we are.
I hope that you will include St. Clair
County in your itinerary.

POPULATION PROBLEMS ARE IN-
CREASINGLY BEING DISCUSSED

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the
population dilemma is increasingly ap-
preciated and understood. All over the
country action in the field of planned
parenthood by private groups, by State
and local agency action, both in the
executive and legislative branches, is
taking place.

One interesting evidence among many
bits of it is a full page—indeed, the first
page of its second section—of the Christ-
ian Science Monitor of August 1, 1966,
which carries two articles: one entitled
“New Look at Population Control”; and
the other, “Congressional Dialog on the
‘People Crisis.’” There is also a use-
ful map of the 48 States under the title:
“Family Planning,” which shows a dif-
ferent shading for various States, de-
pending upon their activity. Six of the
States pictured in black have no publicly
supported programs. States in grey—
the great majority—have some form of
publicly supported programs; and a few
States, indicated by no shading at all,
have publicly supported programs in all
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counties and muncipalities. Their num-
ber can be expected to grow as well as
the number of those six who have no
publicly suported programs may be ex-
pected to diminish. Those States with
no publicly supported programs are:
Massachusetts, Vermont, New Hamp-
shire, ITowa, South Dakota, and Wyoming.
Those with publicly supported programs
in all counties and municipalities, in-
terestingly enough, are all below the
Mason-Dixon line. They are Kentucky,
Virginia, and Alabama.

I ask unanimous consent that these two
articles be printed at this point in my
remarks.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the Christian Sclence Monitor,
Aug. 1, 1966]
NEw Look AT PoOPULATION CONTROL

(NotE—The problem of too many people is
no longer one for just the underdeveloped
nations of the world. It has become one in
the United States, as well—especially in city
slums. So Washington is taking action in a
field that has been taboo: birth control—or,
as federal officials prefer to call it, family
planning. On this page, staff correspondent
Lyn Shepard traces the causes of this chang-
ing federal attitude.)

WasHINGTON —The federal government is
offering family-planning services through its
agencies to those who want it most—poor
families both at home and abroad.

This new federal posture amounts to a
dramatic turnabout in policy in the past few
years. Where until recently Washington
viewed family planning as “not our busi-
ness,” it now looms as a priority goal.

Programs funded through the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity (OEO), the Department
of the Interior, the Department of Defense,
the Alliance for Progress, and the Agency for
International Development (AID) seek simi-
lar goals, though their methods differ at
times.

FOUR KEY FACTORS

Four factors have pressed the government
into a more active role on behalf of family
planning:

The world “population crisis” has reached
the disaster point in many under-developed
nations like India. The Food and Agricul-
ture Organization of the United Nations
(FAO) found In 1964 that nearly 1.5 billion
persons—half the world's population—were
undernourished.

Partly in response, the Roman Catholic
Church showed signs of relaxing its long-
standing policy on birth control. Public
opinion polls found Roman Catholic families
in this country widely divided on the moral-
ity of “planned parenthood.” But a ma-
jority favored some form of tax-supported
family-planning program.

President Johnson strongly supported fed-
eral action in several speeches early in 1965.
“I do not believe,” he sald then, “that our
island of abundance will be finally secure
in a sea of despair and unrest or in a world
where even the oppressed may one day have
access to the engines of modern destruc-
o T

The Senate held hearings in 1965 under
the chairmanship of Senator ERNEST GRUEN~
e (D) of Alaska, Senator GRUENING and
other lawmakers in both houses of Congress
sponsored bills to formalize the federal com-
mitment. The bills are still pending. But
the hearings gained wide publicity and im-
pressed the executive branchh with broad
public backing,
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HEARINGS APPLAUDED

Some Capitol Hill observers think the
Gruening hearings fulfilled a much-needed
educational function. One House alde
summed up that view in these words:

“The hearings . . . let the executive branch
know that the mood of the country had

. After all, if we get executive action,
we don't need legislation. It was a classical
political sclence example of hearings having
an effect on public policy.”

The Senator thinks highly of the approach
developed by Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare John W. Gardner and his As-
sistant Secretary for Health and Sclentific
Affairs, Philip R. Lee.

“But if Gardner and Lee leave HEW,” the
Gruening staff worker asserted, “everything
will go back to the 12th century.”

The need for a more unified command is
all too obvious to some Capitol Hill crities.
A recent policy conflict involving the Office of
Economic Opportunity and the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare under-
scored this point.

The OEO released a memorandum May 13
detailing “special conditions” for use of its
grant funds in family planning. The condi-
tions barred unmarried women or married
women not living with their husbands from
using contraceptive devices or drugs supplied
through OEO funds.

DEBATE HARD TO RESOLVE

HEW's guidelines place no such conditions
on family planning grant funds. Its officials
mused privately that the OEO had worked
itself into an awkward corner—probably for
political reasons.

The merits of the two policles can be de-
bated. But outsiders thought Senator
GrueEnINg had scored a point. No arbiter
could hammer out a consistent federal
policy because Congress had failed to ap-
point one for the task.

Actually the OEO gets around its own
policy via the back door. It reminds local
agencies that they can circumvent the fed-
eral proviso with their own funds. Nothing
prevents unwed women from using family
planning equipment paid for from local
taxes.

Why did the OEO release its caveat in
the first place? BSources close to the OEO
put little stock in one suggestion—that R.
Sargent Shriver, Director of OEO, acted
without choice due to his Roman Catholic
faith.

The same observers see Mr. Shriver as de-
ferring instead to powerful political back-
lash which might have arisen had the OEO
adopted the straightforward approach of
HEW.

The backlash threat may relate directly
to “old school” views now entrenched in
many big cities. In such areas, even HEW
family-planning programs find rugged op-
position.

The New England states, for instance, still
resist family planning. Except for five of
Maine's 11 counties, the reglon frowns on
using taxpayers’ money for birth-control
programs. Some states now resort to “un-
der-the-table” payments. Rhode Island, as
an example, allows welfare recipients to visit
Flanned Parenthood clinics at public ex-

Some states, like North Carolina, on the
other hand, appear far ahead of the nation
in family planning. In fact, results of
county-by-county surveys by both HEW and
Planned Parenthood show the South
uniquely advanced in this respect. However,
many Southern birth-control clinics oper-
ate with meager funds.

A number of Western states now provide
family planning programs for poverty-
stricken Indian tribes with the ald of the
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Department of the Interlor. Secretary of the
Interior Stewart L. Udall also oversees this
service for Alaskan Eskimos.

The number of states now earmarking
public funds for family planning now stands
at 44,

“That's a sign of real progress,” a Health,
Education, and Welfare officlal declared.
“Just a few years ago there were hardly
any.”

GAINS COUNTED UP

“We've stopped counting states,” a Plan-
ned Parenthood executive in New York City
added. “Now we're down to the counties.”

HEW's nationwlde survey of May 11—as
yet unpublished—shows 1,000 of a total of
3,071 countles or municipalities now using
tax monies for some form of family plan-
ning program.

At the same time, AID's involvement in
overseas programs gained momentum, In
an April 11 statement, AID's former direc-
tor, David E. Bell, reported:

The Republic of China supported Iits
family-planning program with AID-gener-
ated local currencies,

Turkey has asked for a loan to assist a
similar program.

Honduras sought help for educational pro-
grams in family planning relating to ma-
ternal and child health,

Pakistan requested wide-ranging techni-
cal aid for, among other things, launching
its national birth-control effort.

India was discussing its plan with AID
officials.

The agency estimated its family planning
obligations cost $2 milllon for flscal year
1965, jumped to $5.5 milllon for fiscal 1966,
and would increase to about $10 million in
fiscal 1967.

A researcher on Senator GrRUENING's staff
noted the executive branch awakening—in
foreign assistance and in programs close to
home—and found a lesson in it.

“We've reached the polnt,” she said,
“where public policy and private morality
have to work hand in hand.”

Washington officials—with a population
crisis goading them into action—share a
growing sensitivity to this need.

CONGRESSIONAL DIALOG ON THE “PEOPLE
Crisis”

(Note—Two men who have contributed
a major impetus to the Capitol Hill “dia-
logue” on the population crisis are Reps.
PauL H. Topp Jr., of Michigan and Sparx M.
MaTsuNaca of Hawall. Following are their
views and those of others in Congress on
“What can be done?")

WasHINGTON.—"It was war time—1844 at
our base In Calcutta,” the congressman re-
called. “I was a private assigned to the gar-
bage detail.

“I used to watch the Indian women scram-
bling for food, digging through the garbage
cans outside the Army mess hall,

“It was quite a shock coming out of our
culture—and I never could forget it. So
when I won this seat, I thought maybe I
could help."”

Rep. Paur H. Toop, Jr. (D) of Michigan
saw a face of poverty unknown to most
Americans. As a freshman lawmaker in 1965
he enlisted promptly in the “war on hunger."

Mr. Topp sponsored a family-planning bill
this session in line with pending Senate legis-
lation. It offered birth-control information
and devices to nations like India—nations
trylng to curb their runaway growth rate.

When the “food for freedom' bill reached
the Committee on Agriculture, one member
tacked the Todd bill on as an amendment
with minor changes in wording. The pack-
age passed the House on June 9 by an over-
whelming 333-20 vote.
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ALLY FROM HAWAII

Mr. Toop’s ally in committee was Rep.
SPARKE M. MATSUNAGA (D) of Hawall. The
latter's strong support of family planning
owes also to a stay in Calcutta.

The Hawallan congressman visited India
last December at the behest of the late
Prime Minister Lal Bahadur Shastri. The
experience convinced him that better farm-
ing methods alone were not enough.

“We have to do something about popula-
tion,” he told this reporter. “I visited Cal-
cutta, where a quarter of a million people
sleep on the streets at night.

“I have five children of my own. And
when I saw those youngsters—really nothing
but skin and bones—begging for food and
money, I saw my own children looking at me
through their eyes.

“Do you realize,” he went on, “that India
produces 11, million people annually.
That’s the population of Australla. So
they're adding another Australla every year.
And they can’'t feed those they have.”

When the “food for freedom™ bill cleared
the House with the Matsunaga amendment
intact, family-planning supporters rejoiced.

“They started with the back-door ap-
proach,” one observer remarked. “The way
to get Congress on the record of birth con-
trol is to place a modest proposal before it,
and this Todd bill is very mild.”

““Well the food for freedom bill got through
without any fiak,” another House source
noted with a strong tinge of cynicism, “be-
cause the members think ‘these are little
yellow and brown people on the other side
of the earth.’

“Politiclans are not leaders. Nobody is
going to pick it up if they're not sure how
the people back home will take to it.”

Rep. James A. Mackay (D) of Georgia
agrees in part.

“Many people think that the population
explosion is taking place ‘over there,'" he
said.

“It isn't. It's right here.”

GRUENING GIVEN AMPLE CREDIT

Mr. Mackay should know. He occuples
a new House seat created by the landmark
Westbury decision. When Georglia redrew
its congressional boundaries by judicial de-
cree, it left Mr. MacEaY one of the fastest
growing areas in the nation as a home base,
It includes a slice of Atlanta and its suburbs,

“Georgia has one somber statistic that
we're not very proud to mention,” he said,
tapping a map of the state on his office wall.

“We record more than 8,600 illegitimate
births each year.

“Now my Iinterest in strengthening the
family unit is a Methodist layman’s interest.
But I want to translate the thoughts of my
constituency into legislation where it's
needed.”

Many members of Congress credit any
stepped-up interest by the executive branch
to 1966 hearings held by Sen. ERNEST GRUEN-
e (D) of Alaska,

“Those hearings gave Secretary of the In-
terior (Stewart L.) Udall the push he
needed,” a House observer sald. “He passed
family-planning aid on to Indians and
Eskimos as a result.”

The Gruening committee’s findings appar-
ently lent impetus to the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare program as
well,

“HEW needed evidence of Congress'
mood,” Mr. Todd sald. “Now it's catching
up, after proceeding slowly and cautiously
for so long.”

NEW POSTS RECOMMENDED

Senator GRUENING says Congress should
commit the executive branch to family plan-
ning. He filed a bill creating an *“Under-
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secretary for Population Problems” in both
mmmasmnm;;f; ‘But the ad;
‘ministration is thought to er its presen
informal role. *

One of Senator mmnm’s backers in this
case is Rep. THOMAsS M. PELLY (R) of Wash-
ington.

Mr. PELrY, a member of the House Science
and Astronautics Committee, which is also
studying world birth-rate trends, spelled out
his thoughts on the proper federal role:

“We have an obligation in this field. We're
responsible for lowering the mortality rate
through research. But we've not reduced the
fertility rate. We spend so much for ex-
ploration of space. I'd prefer to devote more
of it to improving life on this planet.

“All our foreign aild is almost futile,’”” he
went on, “because it doesn't allow for in-
creasing the standard of living. We're go-
ing to face a federal food deficit. We'll have
to redouble our efforts to grow food and, of
course, to curb population growth.”

Some big-city congressmen see family
planning as an important weapon in the war
on poverty. They see a close tie-in between
unwanted children and the findings of the
Moynihan Report (a 1965 Department of
Labor study tracing the breakdown of the
Negro family).

The spokesman of this House faction is an-
other freshmen, Rep. CHARLES C. DiGGs Jr.
(D) of Michigan. Rep. JoHN CONYERS JR.
(D) of Michigan and Mr. Dices both spon-
sored domestic family-planning bills. Signif-
icantly, both men are Detroit Negroes,

CITIES VARY IN SUCCESS

“We don't have a population explosion here
yet,” a Conyers aide asserted. "That’s not
our problem. It's unwanted children, Kids
leave home as soon as they can fend for
themselves on the sireet.

“And there's an economic bias in this situ-
ation. One has to be in the uper crust in
order to be knowledgeable. Poor people
don’t have access to the information. Wel-
fare and the poverty program won't tell them
about it.

“So we want free access. If a municipality
wants to set up a birth-control program, it
should be able to come hefore the federal
government and get it.”

Such a family-planning program remains
in the “tooling-up” stage in Detroit. Some
other cities like New York fare better, accord-
ing to HEW sources. But In others like
Philadelphia, religious and political factors
force clinics to operate “under the table.”

Yet birth control finds far less hostility in
Congress than it would have just a few years
ago. Most observers lay this to a gradually
more liberal attitude of the Roman Catholic
Church.

“I haven't found anyone in the House op-
posed,” maintained Rep. J. ARTHUR YOUNGER
(R) of California. “There's no question but
that the country will save money and future
difficulties if it adopts family planning.”

Mr., YouNGER, & member of the Planned
Parenthood Federation of America, said the
majority of his mail on the issue favors birth
control.

Recent polls by Mr. Conyers, Rep. TENO
RowncaLio (D) of Wyoming and Rep. CHARLES
R. Jowas (R) of North Carolina show the
same broad groundswell,

SUPPORT STEADILY GROWING

The shift In public opinion—plus the per-
suasive abiiltles of Senator GruewING, Mr.
Toop, and others—has swelled the list of
family-planning converts. Rep. CLAUDE PEp-
PEr (D) of Florida, for instance, recently
Jjoined the Gruening-Todd forces.

‘“What should the federal government be
doing about the population crisis?" this
reporter asked the Miami congressman,
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“I'l answer that differently that I would
have a few months ago,” Mr. PEPPER re-
plied. “I would then have said it's too sen-
sitive a subject and we should softpeddle it.

“But I've been talking with Senator
GRUENING, and I want to openly identify my-
eelf with it. Now I feel that next to nuclear
war, the population explosion is our most
serious problem. If it [the birth rate] goes
on like this, the prospects are absolutely
fearful.”

Even so Mr. PEPPER sldes with the Office
of Economic Opportunity's position in with-
holding birth-control devices from unwed
women and women not living with their
husbands. To act otherwise, he feels, would
encourage promiscuity.

Mr, PeLLY takes another stance.

“Sargent Shriver's [director of the Office of
Employment Opportunity] duty is to provide
education,” he said, “and—if it [birth con-
trol] treads on the feelings of some religious
groups—I don't think he should go much
beyond that. I don't think he could afford
to politically.”

Though some differ on the means of set-
ting up family-planning services, most con-
gressmen would agree with Mr. PEPPER on
the importance of their goal.

“As I see it,"” he declared, "I have a duty
to see my country survive. And I've been
slow to take a position, because birth control
is a sensitive issue. But I've just about
decided that the future of my country is at
stake."”

THE HUNTER CAN NO LONGER HUNT

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President,
change comes to the tundra of the Arctic
as it comes to the green fields surround-
ing the great urban areas of the Nation.

Perhaps the rate of change is a bit
slower, but it nevertheless takes its toll.
The old ways are no longer good enough,
but there are no new ways to fill the
void with a decent standard of living, let
alone with dignity.

The people of the Arctic tundra are
Alaska natives. Once they were hunters
and fishermen. Now the hunter can no
longer hunt, but neither can he find a job.

That last sentence was taken from an
editorial appearing in the July 27 edition
of the Seattle Post-Intelligencer. The
editorial calls attention to the plight of
these people and calls upon us not to
forget the fate of these 60,000 persons.

As the editorial points out correctly,
there are no easy solutions to the prob-
lems of their plight. These people lack
decent homes, good jobs, and a sound
education. Efforts are being made or are
proposed to help correct these lacks. Still
more must be done.

In the past, uninformed persons have
derided efforts to help Alaska natives,
suggesting somehow that these people do
not really count or that if is really fun
to live in igloos in the Arctic.

Mr. President, these people count, each
and every one of them, for if they do not,
then none of us does.

And Mr. President, they do not live in
igloos. No, they live in some of the worst
slums on the face of this earth,

I echo the call of the Seattle Post-
Intelligencer not to forget these people,
for if we do, we forget all that is good
and noble in man.
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I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial from the Seattle Post-Intelligencer
be placed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Seattle (Wash.) Post-Intelli-
gencer, July 27, 1966]
ALASEA’S APPALACHIA

A myriad of problems faces the people of
the United States at home and overseas,
many of them appearing nearly insoluble,
most requiring long-range, high caliber
planning.

Among these troubles is one right at our
slde door, so to speak, a problem scattered, in
terms of people, across most of the sprawling
land of Alaska,

It is the question of the future of native
population of Alaska, one-third of the people
of that state.

It is a problem that must not be overlooked
in the press of matters that, at the moment,
may appear more weighty. And it is one, also,
that requires the most exquisite of planning
over a generation or more.

Bluntly, most of the native peoples of
Alaska—Eskimo, Aleut, Indian—are living in
the 19th Century—economically, physlically,
mentally.

They are American citizens but most of
them have no part of the America of the
latter third of the 20th Century.

Their sons die in Viet Nam but their illiter-
ate families could not find that unhappy
land on a map—if they had a map.

The hunter can no longer hunt . .
neither can he find a job.

Time and again, if it were not for the
largesse of state and federal government,
starvation would creep through the villages,
through the helter-skelter of shacks that
make most of the dying towns of Appalachia
look like the Gold Coast.

There is no easy solution to the problem of
the future of these people of Alaska any more
than there is an easy solution to most of the
problems that beset us.

The future of racial mincrities in the
United States quite literally is a burning
question,

But in our precccupation with the future
of a minority of some 20 million persons, let
us not lose sight of the fate of some 60,000
other Americans in their villages lost in forest
and tundra and foggy island.

. but

INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, in the
August 1 issue of Newsweek magazine,
Mr. Raymond Moley has written an
interesting article entitled “Interstate
Highways.”

In this article, the author traces the
development of our national system of
Interstate and Defense Highways as first
proposed by the Eisenhower administra-
tion in 1954, and the results the Inter-
state System has achieved not only in
connecting our cities through a great
network of highways, but also by incor-
porating safety features of highway con-
struction that provide the Interstate Sys-
tem with the best safety record of all our
highways.

Mr. Moley pays tribute to the excellent
work of Mr. Rex Whitton, Federal High-
way Administrator since 1961, an opinion
which I also share.
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With the passage last week of the Fed-
eral Aid Highway Act of 1966, this article
could not be more timely.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
inserted in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS
(By Raymond Moley)

It may be that as the years pass Dwight
D. Eisenhower's most enduring service to his
country will be regarded as his sponsorship
of the great new Interstate Highway system.
For he first proposed its creation in 1954 and
after long consideration and debate he signed
the final legislation which launched the vast
project. When completed, this system will
transform the face of the nation, bring scores
of cities closer through speedy, safe and com-
fortable automotive travel, facilitate com-
merce among the states and offer inexpensive
recreation for milllons of people.

It is a rellef after the long preoccupation
last winter and spring over the sanguinary
matter of highway accidents, and now while
the tourlst season is at 1ts helght, to consider
what is right about our highways.

Since 1946 I have crossed the nation 81
times by car and from year to year have
literally seen the evidences of improvement.
I have used almost every route from coast
to coast and have crossed a large majority
of the states. Ten or more years ago, such
a crossing required eight to ten days. Last
month I made the round trip in twelve days
of comfortable daytime travel, The differ-
ence was due to the construction over those
years of what is called the Natlonal System
of Interstate and Defense Highways and toll
turnpikes in six states.

TWO PROGRAMS

There has been some Federal ald ever since
the great westward migration in the 1820s.
But the first systematic plan was not adopted
until 1916, In 1944 Congress adopted the
concept of a great network to connect many
cities and towns. But it was not until the
Eisenhower Administration assumed office
that the network plan was adopted. It was
in 10566 that the present plan was finally
passed by Congress and a means of financing
it was created.

There are two systems of Federal highway
aild. The older one involves grants in vary-
ing amounts to help the states and urban
areas construct their own highways. The
new system is marked by the shields “Inter-
state,” with even numbering for East-West
and odd numbering for North-South. The
Interstate is the primary system.

When completed, Interstate will include
41,000 miles of uniform construction with
wide pavements, depressed dividing areas and
landscaping—the epitome of safety, speed
and attractiveness. In March of this year
21,000 miles of this system were open to
traffic; 5,900 miles were under construction
and the remainder were in varlous stages of
planning. Of these, 17,000 miles have been
built under the 90-10 sharing of costs be-
tween the Federal government and the
states. Interstate will be only 1 per cent
of the total mileage of roads, streets and
highways of the nation, But it will carry 20
per cent of the automotive trafiic.

SOUND FINANCING

Varlous plans were proposed in the 19508
for financing this immense publiec work.
Tolls were considered and rejected, as was
financing by bond issues. Finally the pres-
ent plan of user taxes routed through a
Federal trust fund was adopted. Thus the
burden does not fall on the income tax and,
since it is not financed by bonds, it is only
indirectly inflationary.

A total of $25.6 billion has been com-
mitted since 1956. When the system is com-
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pleted the cost will be $46 billion. This will
be the greatest government public-works
project in the world's history.

Since safety is a major conslderation In
highway construction, Interstate has a nota-
ble record. The ratio of fatalities on this
system to those on highways in the same
channels of fravel Is 2-9. In April and June
I traveled nearly 10,000 miles, mostly over
Interstate, and saw evidence of only one
accident, an overturned truck. The driver
sustained only bumps and bruises.

The directing genius in this construction
since 1961 has been Rex M. Whitton, Fed-
eral Highway Administrator. Whitton has
been a highway engineer for 40 years. In
1956 as president of the Assoclation of High-
way Departments he gave testimony before
Congress which materially contributed to
the final plan, When Interstate is com-
pleted in 1972 the system will be a monu-
ment to his capacity as an administrator.
And to Dwight D. Eisenhower, whose vision
prevalled at the beginning.

TITLE IV OF S. 3296 AND THE
GHETTO

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, for sev-
eral weeks the Subcommittee on Con-
stitutional Rights has been holding
hearings on the various civil rights bills
now pending before it. Much of the
testimony we have received has been
concerned with title IV of S. 3296, the
housing section of the administration’s
proposed Civil Rights Act of 1966. As
all Members of the Senate know, I object
to this title on several grounds. How-
ever, my concern today is not with argu-
ments against the bill, but rather with
the dangerous rhetoric advanced by
many of its proponents.

Chief among the reasons advanced for
a Federal open occupancy law is the
elimination of the so-called black ghetto,
a cliche of recent vintage which I take
to mean those urban areas predomi-
nantly inhabited by members of the
Negro race. The use of the term in this
fashion is absolutely incorrect. His-
torically, a ghetto was the quarter of
some European cities to which Jews were
restricted for residence. There is no
law compelling members of any group to
congregate in any one quarter of any
American city. Under the law of our
land, any man of any color possessing
financial means can buy and live in any
area where there is a willing seller.

There are other forces which cause low
income groups of whatever race or
religion, to gravitate toward slum areas.
And these economic forces are not
related to Federal antidiscrimination
bills. If they have done nothing else,
the subcommittee hearings have proven
that title IV can no more eliminate the
black ghetto from our cities than I can
eliminate the misleading cliche from our
vocabulary.

The real problem our cities face is
not one of racial segregation, but of sub-
standard housing, of economic opportu-
nities and of education—problems which
cut across ethnic lines. Although not
the intention of its drafters, the prac-
tical effect of the bill would be the in-
tegration of slums, a policy that is both
unworthy and unattainable.

There are 17 States with open occu-
pancy laws.
has the residential pattern changed as

In not one of these States
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forcement procedures eveh than that
proposed to Congress. But Harlem is still
there, and it will remain there whether
or not we enact title IV. The same is
true of a hundred other Harlems in a
hundred other cities. To hold other-
wise is to exceed the bounds of respon-
sible debate.

There is not one section of title IV
that would provide better housing for
a single American of any race or reli-
gion. The tension in low income Negro
areas is already so great that the added
frustration which is bound to occur as a
result of false promises would make for
intolerable situations.

I do not accuse all proponents of us-
ing the ghetto argument; I accuse no
one of intentional demagoguery. I do
say that in overstating their case, many
individuals and organizations are play-
ing a dangerous game with the lives and
hopes of millions of Americans. I was
happy to see in a recent editorial that
the New York Times specifically refuted
the connection between the so-called
ghettos and the civil rights bill. The
Times pointed out:

It makes little sense to argue the bill's
merits in terms of the recent riots, for most
of the people in the slums will not be af-
fected whether it Is voted up or down.

Recently, the eminent columnist,
Richard Wilson, wrote on the subject
“Practical Steps Needed to Better Ne-
groes’ Lot.” In his column, Mr. Wilson
eloquently states the immediate needs
of those in the ghetto and suggested
possible remedies. He observes:

A law lbrary of statutes guaranteeing the
right to vote, equal education, equal em-
ployment opportunity and access to all pub-
lic places won't remove the rotten hearts
of our cities. The true problems in the slums
lie less in constitutional antees and

moralistic principles than in improved living
conditions.

This article deserves study at every
level of government, for the author has
pointed the way to solutions for real
problems. I ask unanimous consent fo
have Mr. Wilson’s column printed in the
REecorp at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
July 22, 1966]
Pracrican Sters Neepep To BETTER NEGROES'
Lot

(By Richard Wilson)

As was foreseen earlier this year Negro
rioting has again broken out in some cities.
The common characteristic of these disorders
is that they are confined to the areas in
which Negroes are concentrated,

Casualties, for the most part, are Negro
participants, bystanders, and police who are
trying to control the disorders. Negroes have
not yet moved out of the ghettoes to “get
whitey."”

Much hand-wringing and alarmist gener-
alization attends these disorders but very lit-
tle attention is given to those aspects of the
problem for which there are remedies.

That is what the rioting again brings into
such tragic focus. Nothing meaningful, or

: a
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Theorists talk of abolishing the Negro
ghettoes and discuss broad concepts of social
equality and a dream world of universal in-
ter-mixture and brotherhood. We cannot
wait that long. Or, theorists discuss the
philosophical differences between non-vio-
lence and "“black power,” and the rise of vio-
lence-prone black racist groups who com-
prise only a small fraction of the Negro
population.

But they drag their feet in pursuit of meas-
ures for improving the environment in which
Negroes live now—not 20 or 30 years from
now but today, not in some intermixed com-
munity of tomorrow but in the ghettoes that
will continue to exist for many years.

Recent rioting in Omaha, Neb., is a case
in point, Three years ago Negroes demon-
strated for more jobs. Civic-minded groups
drew up articulated plans to train Negroes for
jobs they could fill. The outlook was good.
After the recent rioting, a check with those
who had drawn up the plans of three years
ago revealed that virtually nothing had been
done to execute them,

Vice President Husert H. HUMPHREY Can
perhaps be forgiven for the imprudence of
his recent remarks that if he had to live as
s0 many Negroes live “with rats nibbling on
my children’s toes” he might “lead a mighty
good revolt himself.” The vice president is
sometimes given to overstatement when he
is exasperated, and it is clear that he is ex-
asperated over the lack of progress in getting
on with specific actions that can be taken to
relieve the intolerability of life in the slums.

Some of these actions are so very slmple—
portable swimming pools, lighted play-
grounds, transportation, entertainment cen-
ters for example. Other actions will require
extensive planning and massive expenditure
of federal and local funds.

A quick look at the Watts area In Los
Angeles, with its unsatisfactory but rela-
tively tolerable living conditions, causes one
to wonder what could happen in the inex-
pressibly worse areas of New York, Wash-
ington and Chicago. Life in some of these
areas is simply intolerable, the very ragged
edge of existence.

These conditions make the current debate
in Congress on open housing guarantees seem
as If on another planet. Only a small per-
centage of Negroes have the resources to es-
cape from the slums into better residential
neighborhoods. With or without the federal
open housing guarantee, they will live in
slums that are growing worse and bigger
by the hour.

‘What was true after the Watts rioting in
Los Angeles a year ago ls even more true
today. “A law library of statutes guarantee-
ing the right to vote, equal education, equal
employment opportunity and access to all
public places won't remove the rotten hearts
of our cities. The true problems in the
slums lie less in constitutional guarantees
and moralistic prineciples than in improved
living conditions.”

The festering cenfters in the citles that
breed crime, degradation and disorder
threaten the safety and welfare of the whole
community. Prompt action is Imperative.
This means massive programs for improved
education and keeping Negro children in
school whether integrated or non-integrated,
massive efforts to restore the stability of
Negro family life, Most of all, and immedi-
ately, it means physical improvement of the
Negro areas, relief from overcrowding, poor
sanitation, rat infestation, frightful hous-
ing. It means beautification and cleaning
up.

It means getting on with the correction of
specific and visible evils and less preoccupa-
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tion with the sociological and psychological
mysteries of the white-colored relationship
that our great grandchildren will still be
discussing.

ROLE OF SMALL BUSINESS ADMIN-
ISTRATION IN NATIONAL ECONOMY

Mr., PELL. Mr. President, it has been
little more than 60 days since President
Johnson appointed a new Administrator
to head the Small Business Administra-
tion.

In that time, under the dynamic lead-
ership of Bernard L. Boutin, the agency,
I am happy to say, has taken on a new
and vigorous look, ending all talk of
merging SBA with another Government
agency. Such a merger would have de-
prived the small businessman, who plays
an important role in America's economy,
of a strong voice in government. As you
know, I have been highly critical of any
attempts to deprive the small business-
man of an independent voice.

1, as a stanch supporter of small busi-
ness, am pleased to see that the agency
is now ready to provide a strong, perma-
nent voice for small business, a voice that
will speak loudly and clearly.

Small businessmen traditionally have
been independent. Nevertheless, they
sometimes need help so that their firms
can grow and prosper. No one knows

this better than Mr. Boutin, who for

many years was a small businessman in
Laconia, N.H. Utilizing his knowledge
of the needs of small business, he is help-
ing to better prepare SBA to assist small
businessmen, either financially or
through management assistance.

At the swearing-in ceremony for the
agency’'s new Administrator in May,
President Johnson announced that the
moratorium on SBA regular business
loans was being lifted. Since that time
the agency has provided financial as-
sistance totaling more than $17 million
to more than 600 small businesses. In
the last 2 months the agency has also
made more than $1 million in disaster
loans to residents of Topeka, Kans., who
lost their homes and businesses as the
result of a tornado.

These figures, however, tell only part
of the story. Much effort is being put
forth now to humanize the agency, to
make it more responsive to small busi-
nessmen seeking its assistance.

I have learned that SBA field person-
nel now sit down with every businessman
coming into their offices to discuss his
needs. They then outline programs
available to him and the ones best suited
to solve his problems.

In some cases & loan is in order; in
others management assistance is needed.
Often both forms of aid are necessary.
A loan may be of little value if the re-
cipient does not receive management as-
sistance to teach him to run his business
more efficiently.

Whatever his needs require, the small
businessman can now count on SBA for
sound, sympathetic advice.

In addition to the assistance rendered
by regular SBA personnel, small busi-
nessmen can also receive management
aid from members of SCORE, the
agency’s service corps of retired execu-
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tives. These dedicated men have pro-
vided invaluable assistance to small
businessmen who need the advice of ex-
perienced hands.

SBA has long needed to force stronger
links with the business community, so
that small business can profit both fi-
nancially and intellectually from the re-
sources of both the Federal Government
and big business. I am glad that the
agency is now moving in this direction,

SBA is trying to sell banks its sound
loans, guaranteed up to 90 percent.

The agency is also trying to interest
banks in making more loans to small
businesses without agency participation.
The ultimate goal, Mr. Boutin has said,
is “to lend no Federal money when pri-
vate funds are available.”

Banks, however, are not the only non-
governmental institution with which
SBA is working to help the small busi-
nessman.

The agency is putting increased em-
phasis on its State and National advisory
boards. These groups can help explain
SBA’s program to the small businessman
and, in turn, can tell the agency what
the small businessman has on his mind.
This strengthened link with small busi-
ness will enable SBA to better cope with
the ever-changing problems of the peo-
ple it serves.

SBA is also placing increased emphasis
on assistance from educational institu-
tions. The business schools of our coun-
try can render a great service to small
businessmen through their management
courses and business counseling, This
resource has scarcely been tapped. SBA
is attempting to utilize it to the maxi-
mum extent.

The new Administrator has taken still
another step to strengthen SBA through
a new approach to choosing among loan
investments. This approach will take
into account the impact a loan will have
on national goals.

In line with this, the agency has es-
tablished certain lending objectives.
They include:

Loans to businesses in areas of sub-
stantial or persistent unemployment.

Loans that will result in a reduction in
the balance of payments through export
sales.

Loans that help achieve such national
goals as reduction of air or water pollu-
tion or development of federally owned
recreation lands.

Loans in the public interest, based on
local needs, which clearly help strengthen
the local economy.

These objectives are all of equal merit.
They are vital to the future growth of
this Nation. I am happy to see SBA
make them a criteria for granting loans.

Despite the adoption of these equal
priorities, SBA will still base its final
decision on approving a loan on the merit
of the application. This is as it should
be. Applicants with good proposals will
not be penalized because they happen to
fall outside the priority categories.

In the past, SBA has had some prob-
lems with the small business investment
companies it licenses. These firms, some
of which receive Government loans, have
lent nearly $1 billion to small business in
more than 20,000 separate financial
transactions during the past 8 years.
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As soon as Mr. Boutin took office he
began to look into the problem SBIC’s.
He has tightened up the inspections of
each firm, ordering an examination of
every one within the next 4 months. In
addition, he has ordered a revamping of
SBA’s accounting system so that more
accurate records on the SBIC’s can be
kept.

The new Administrator has also
ordered a thorough review of regulations
governing the SBIC's to take place within
the next 2 months.

These are only a few of the steps he has
taken to deal with these firms.

I feel certain that with Mr. Boutin
riding herd the difficulties will be ironed
out, and the SBIC program will be
stronger as a result.

The rural small businessman, who fre-
quently has to play second fiddle to his
urban brother, has not been neglected in
the reshaping of SBA.

Through the agency’s local develop-
ment program—commonly referred to as
the 502 program—SBA is focusing on
alding business in towns with populations
of less than 50,000.

This program has helped put many
towns back on their feet after they have
been struck by economic disasters, such
as loss of their major industries.

Any community that wishes can form
a development corporation and help it-
self through the 502 program.

In appointing Mr. Boutin to head SBA,
President Johnson told him “to remem-
ber the real value of the people” who are
going to come through the doors of the
agency’s offices. Mr. Boutin is heeding
the President's words.

With his leadership, I am confident
SBA will prove ifs value as an independ-
ent agency that is responsible and re-
sponsive to small business.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert into the Recorp at this
point a statement of the Small Business
Administration of New England, Inc.,
presented by Ernest H. Osgood, Jr., presi-
dent, on July 20 of this year before the
House Select Committee on Small Busi-
ness.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SMALLER BUSINESS ASSOCIATION
OF NEw ENGLAND, INC., PRESENTED BY ER-
NEST H, Osco0D, JR., PRESIDENT

(Before the Select Committee on Small Busl-
ness of the House of Representatives, July
20, 1966, concerning the views of our orga-
nization on the role of the Small Business
Administration in our National economy
and the effectiveness of its programs in the
interests of small business.)

Gentlemen: Our Assoclation welcomes this
opportunity to appear before you today and
express our views on the Small Business Ad-
ministration. Nearly a decade and a half
ago, when the Small Business Act was being
shaped, SBANE worked closely with the Con-
gress in developing an agency that could
best meet the needs of small business.

Today, we ask consideration of the follow-
ing suggestions designed to improve the ef-
fectiveness of this vital agency in assisting
small business.

DURING NATURAL DISASTERS THE SBA SHOULD BE
CONCERNED SOLELY WITH SMALL BUSINESS
LOANS

The passage of legislation in this session
of Congress to amend the Small Business Act
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to create separate funds for business disaster
loans was rejoiced by all who are disturbed
by the curtailment of the direct loan pro-
gram in 1964 and 1965.

However, the effect of natural disasters
also results in the temporary transfer of SBA
loan processors and appraisers from through-
out the country to administer the disaster
loan program causing serious manpower
shortages.

Our Assoclation belleves rapid movement
of SBA personnel into a disaster area to help
small business is commendable. However,
this transfer of personnel, worthy as it
might have been, resulted in reduced opera-
tions in other sections of the country which
in turn effected adversely the overall SBA
program.

It is of Interest to note that as of January
18, 1966 the SBA in Loulsiana had granted
200,600 loans for $72,600,000 to homeowners or
persons losing household effects as a result
of hurricane “Betsy” and 1,100 loans for
$22,000,000 for owners of businesses.

SBANE does not belleve it was the intent
of the Congress in 1053 to place the SBA
in the home loan program and would recom-
mend that a study be made to determine if
some other agency should administer these
residential loans. We suggest that possibly
the Federal Housing Administration or Sav-
ings and Loan banks with their experience
and expertise might be more ideally equipped
to handle such loans,

SBA LOANS TO SMALL BUSINESS DISPLACED BY

: STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Under an existing program the Small

Business Administration is able to make,

loans available at reduced Interest rates to
businesses displaced by Federal programs
such as Urban Renewal, highways, etc.
However, a small business that suffers serious
economic loss because of a State or local
project does not enjoy this loan assistance.
SBANE recommends that this Committee
support expansion of Section 7(b) (3) of the
Small Business Act to allow equally deserving
small businesses displaced by State or local
projects an eligibility for loans on the same
basis as those affected by similar Federal
projects.

SALE OF SURPLUS U.S. GOVERNMENT MACHINE

TOOLS TO SMALL BUSINESS

Our Assoclation asks that consideration be
given by the Small Business Administration
to establishing a program that would make
avallable U.S. Government surplus machine
tools and related equipment for sale to small
business.

There is presently a critical shortage of
machine tools in the United States in many
categorlies. Rising demand for this equip-
ment has resulted in some machine tools
20 years old selling at a higher price than
when new. Small Business is at a disadvan-
tage when ordering new machine tools be-
cause of a lack of priority when not involved
in prime contracts. The walting period for
delivery of this new equipment is from 12 to
18 months at a time when, due to the Viet
Nam crisis, efficlent and timely production
by small business manufacturers is even
more important to its existence.

It has been estimated that government
owned surplus in plants and warehouess
number over 100,000 tools.

Much of this machinery, which is in
condition, would if made avallable to the
small manufacturing firm enable it to im-
prove its production and in many instances
improve the accuracy and quality of the final
product. This in turn would enhance the
overall efliciency of our arms program.

We feel that under the able direction of
the new Administrator, Bernard Boutin, this
program could be developed and imple-
mented without delay. The selling price
formula could be implemented on the basis
of the system used after World War II under
the War Assets Program.

Program and Procurement, Center Represent-
atives. Last year the number of Small Busi-
ness Administration PCRs were reduced from
48 to 14 by the Administration, thus elimi-
nating SBA’s role of initiating small business
set-asides.

In our judgment, this move was ill-con-
ceived and will mean a substantial reduction
in the amount of government procurement
exclusively restricted to small business at a
critical time when defense requirements are
increasing to support the conflict in Viet
Nam.

Each year the SBA has been achieving
greater amounts in set-asides by dollar value.
The set-asides are largely responsible for the
reversal of the downward trend in the per-
centage of prime contracts awarded to small
business. In the fiscal year 1965, 51,666 joint
set-asides were made with an estimated value
of $3,061,067,000. This is the largest amount
of any previous year, and accounts for ap-
proximately 20.3% prime contracts being
awarded to small business in 1965 as com-
pared with 18% in 1964. In view of the grow-
ing success of this program, SBANE cannot
understand any reasons for its discontinu-
ance.

The removal of SBA PCRs denles small
concerns an independent champion for its
interests in government procurement agen-
cles. Although the surveillance program
agreed to by the SBA in the Department of
Defense may yleld some constructive results,
it cannot, nor is it intended to, replace the
set-aside program now being handled on a
unilateral basis in the procurement centers.
Under the present system small business
speciallsts at the Center now initiate set-
asldes to the contracting officers. In many
instances, these contracting officers are the
people to whom they report in the perform-
ance of collateral dutles. SBANE appreciates
the helpfulness of the small business spe-
cialist, but recognizes that no man can equi-
tably serve two masters.

PARTICIPATION OF SBA WITH RELATED GOVERN-
MENT PROGRAMS

On September 14, 1965, Public Law 89-182
was enacted "“to promote commerce and en-
courage economic growth by supporting state
and interstate programs to place the findings
of science usefully in the hands of American
enterprise.”

This important bill was written without
mention of any role for the Small Business
Administration desplte similar assistance of-
fered in Section 9 of the Small Business Act.

Our Assgoclation believes that any federal
legislation of particular interest to small
business should be brought to the attention
of the SBA to avoid duplication of existing
programs. The SBA's experience should be
used in developing such legislation and pro-
viding the personnel to assist In the execu-
tion of such legislation.

SBANE recommends that closer llalson be
developed within the government so that the
valuable resources of the SBA will be utilized
in all programs that will be especlally useful
to small business.

REINSTATE LOAN PROGRAM TO FREVIOUS LEVELS

Our Association was pleased to hear Presi-
dent Johnson announce at the swearing-in
ceremony of Administrator Boutin on May
19th, that the SBA would resume accepting
regular business loan applicatlions in a week.
The resumption of this program is especially
important in view of the tight money mar-
ket and its effect on small business.

However, the loan program is still under
curtailment compared to previous levels.
The direct loan program is limited to $50,000
compared to its former $350,000 ceiling. In
New England the bank participation loans of
256% are in greatest demand due to the
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shortage of money, but in this area limit is
$100,000 compared to its "former £350,000.
Although the loan guarantee program is set
at $350,000 many banks do not have the re-
sources since it requires their money.

We ask that the loan program be restored
to the previously set ceilings without addi-
tional delay.

CONSIDERATION OF LOCAL NEEDS IN SETTING

PRIORITIES

Under the prevailing system of granting
loans by priorities established in May, de-
fense-oriented firms receive first preference,
followed by loans that increase employment,
boost export sales, reduce water and air pol-
lution and firms contributing to the public
interest based on local economic needs.

SBANE does not believe there is anything
intrinsically wrong with the priority system
but would recommend greater participation
on the local level in establishing these goals.
Presently, the priorities are nationwide and
we belleve there might be some merit to al-
lowing each Area Administrator to set priori-
ties best sulted to his region, especially if it
encourages diversification of industry.

For example, many sections of New Eng-
land are heavily involved in defense-oriented
businesses. Giving defense first priority will
create an unbalanced situation as other types
of business in different sections in such fields
as consumer goods might well be more de-
serving of priority for the good of one re-
glonal economy. Undoubtedly, in many sec-
tions of the country there are other cases
where a more flexible, regionalized priority
system would result in more diversity.

EXPANSION OF LEASE GUARANTEE PROGRAMS

Under Section 316 of the Housing and Ur-
ban Development Act of 1965 the SBA was
authorized $5,000,000 for lease guarantees to
specified classes of small businesses displaced
by eminent domain and businesses covered
by Title 4 of the Economic Opportunity Act.
‘We understand this program will soon be
implemented by the SBA. SBANE recom-
mends your consideration to extending the
coverage of lease guarantees.

Members of our Association have experi-
enced great difficulty in meeting the finanical
requirements of shopping center owners.
The results have been the exclusion of small
businesses from these lucrative locations in
many instances, We ask the committees
assistance in broadening the eligibility of
such guarantees.

TRANSFER OF SBA TO COMMERCE DEPARTMENT

Our Association continues to be concerned
by rumors that have persisted for over six
months that the Small Business Adminis-
tration will be stripped of its independent
status and placed within the Department
of Commerce.

In spite of the assurance that any action
formerly contemplated along these lines had
been shelved, we continue to receive reports
that this move is not yet beyond the realm
of possibility.

During the several years that the Smaller
Business Association of New England worked
closely with both the Senate and House
Belect Small Business Committees on estab-
lishing the SBA, the feeling was unanimous
that an independent organization was an
absolute necessity. In fact, our Assoclation
and many Congressmen would have voted
against the 1853 Act If it had not provided
that this body would be independent and
directly under the control of the President.
We all remember when agencies for small
business existed within the Department of
Commerce several years ago only to be rele-
gated to obscurity in a department tradi-
tionally concerned with big business.

We concur with the expressions of Admin-
istrator Boutin in a recent speech before the
National Advisory Council when he said,
*. + « the SBA cannot be the strong and effec-
tive volce of small business within the Gov-
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ernment unless It maintains its position as an
independent agency of this Government."”

During the past year the Small Business
Administration has faced several serious
problems such as the stoppage in the direct
loan program, extended vacancy in the office
of administrator and threats of the SBA
becoming a part of the Commerce Depart-
ment. Constructive measures have been
taken to correct all of these situations and
we are hopeful that a more healthy and
vigorous SBA will emerge.

Our Association is especially pleased to
have a man of the qualifications and experi-
ence of Bernard Boutin as the new SBA Ad-
ministrator. We are confident his leadership
will give added stature to this vital agency.

The concern and constructive efforts of
this Committee wunder its distinguished
Chairman, JoE EviNs, in the interests of small
business everywhere has been most gratify-
ing to SBANE and we look forward to con-
tinuing our close working relationship.

In the areas presented by SBANE today
there are special sub-committees, composed
of executives in small business, which will
willingly provide more detailed information
for your committee.

Thank you and we hope our recommenda-
tions will be useful in your study of the
Small Business Administration.

THE UNFAIRNESS OF PROPOSED
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE
REGULATIONS ON TEACHERS’
EXPENSES
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,

the Internal Revenue Service is propos-
ing changes in its regulations concerning
the deductibility of educational expenses
for teachers. These regulations would
substantially reduce the expenses which
teachers could deduct, and would be quite
unfair to them. For example, under
present regulations, once an employee
satisfies his employer’s recuirement for a
minimum edueation, any courses which
he must take as a result of changes in
that minimum are deductible. Under
the proposed regulations, if the minimum
were increased, expenses for courses
which the teacher would take to meet the
new requirement would not be considered
for deduction. In addition, if courses
taken by a teacher qualify him for a dif-
ferent or better position in his school
system, the expenses involved will not be
deductible, even if the teacher had no
intention of seeking an improved position
when he took the courses.

Mr. President, I have received quite a
few complaints from teachers and school
boards about the effect of these proposed
regulations on teachers. One of the
most detailed and specific communica-
tions I have received is from the Laredo,
Tex., Independent School District. I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
adopted by the board of trustees of the
Laredo School District and the covering
letter from Mr. J. W, Nixon, superintend-
ent of the Laredo public schools, be
printed at this point in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the letter
and resolution were ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

Lareno PusLic SCHOOLS,
Laredo, Tex., July 20, 1966.

Hon. RaLr W. YARBOROUGH,

U.S. Senator,

State of Texas,

Senate Building,

Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENATOR YARBOROUGH: On instruc-
tion from the Board of Trustees of Laredo
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Independent School District, I am writing

you concerning the recent proposed rule of
the Department of the Treasury of the

United States which in effect would declare _

as non-deductible from Income Tax Returns
those expenses incurred by a teacher or pro-
fessor in Improving their educational skills
in connection with their teaching profes-
sions,

It is very clear that this curb on the in-
centive for a teacher to improve his or her
teaching capabilities will reflect detri-
mentally on the entire teaching profession
and result in a still further handicap in ob-
taining and retaining qualified teachers in
the school systems of the country. It is felt
that the benefits of the increased revenue
obtained from this proposed ruling is far
outweighed by the almost certain lowering of
the educational standards through a disin-
clination of most teachers to pursue their
educational careers.

I am enclosing a resolution adopted by
the board of trustees expressing much of the
sentiments above set out and most earnestly
and sincerely request you help in seeing that
this proposed ruling, as it affects the teach-
ers, will not be adopted by the Treasury
Department.

Very truly yours,
J. W. Nixoxn,
Superintendent, Laredo Public Schools,

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF
TRUSTEES OF THE LAREDO INDEPENDENT
ScHoOL DISTRICT

‘Whereas, it has been made known to the
Board of Trustees of the Laredo Independ-
ent School District that a proposed rule of
the Treasury Department of the United
States, if adopted, would In effect deprive
teachers from deducting from their Income
Tax Return expenses incurred in furthering
their educational pursults; and,

‘Whereas, it is the opinion of the Board of
Trustees that such rule, if adopted, would
serve as a curb on and seriously hamper
teachers and professors in bettering their
skills and knowledge as teachers and would
operate as an obvious detriment to the emn-
tire teaching profession throughout the en-
tire country; and,

Whereas, it is felt by the Board of Trustees
that they should make known to the
properly elected officlals their opposition to
this proposed rule; Therefore,

Be it resolved that the Board of Trustees
of the Laredo Independent School District
go on record as being unalterally opposed to
sald proposed rule of the Treasury Depart-
ment of the United States and the Super-
intendent of the Laredo Public Schools com-
municate to the United States Senators from
Texas and the United States Congressman as
well as the Senator and Representative, this
expression of the Board, with an accompany-
ing copy of this resolution.

Adopted by the Board of Trustees of the
Laredo Independent School District, at a
regular meeting this the day of
1966.

LarEpo INDEPENDENT ScHooL DisTrICT,
By: Harorp R. Yeary, President.
Attest:

R. J. GOODMAN,
Secretary.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
am quite sympathetic to the complaints
raised in this and other letters I have
received. Last year I cosponsored S.
1203, which would allow teachers to de-
duct educational expenses from their
gross income for tax purposes. I have
also written to Commissioner of Internal
Revenue Cohen to state my opposition to
portions of the IRS’s proposal. Teachers
who have served many years and have
devoted their lives to their students and
their schools will find that expenses in-
volved in maintaining their positions are
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no longer deductible. Members of other
professions are not treated this way in
the tax regulations, and there is no rea-
son why teachers should be subjected to
the proposed rules. Teachers should be
allowed considerable latitude in the
means they choose to improve their
teaching. The IRS proposal would se-
verely restrict their choice.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of my lefter of June 22,
1966, to the Internal Revenue Service be
printed at this point in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

JuLy 22, 1066.
Mr. SHELDON S. COHEN,
Commissioner, Internal Revenue Serwvice,
Washington, D.C.
(Attention: CC:LR:T).

Dear CoOMMISSIONER COHEN: I am writing
to state my opposition to portions of the In-
ternal Revenue Service’s recent Notice con-
cerning the deductibility of educational ex-

nses.

Information supplied to me by the Inter-
nal Revenue Service Indicates that a teacher
will no longer be allowed to deduct expenses
incurred in meeting increased minimum edu-
cation requirements set for his position at his
initial employment.

This proposal 1s extremely unfair to
teachers, most of whom have worked ex-
tremely hard to meet the minimum require-
ments of their jobs. Many have also served
many years, devoted their lives to their stu-
dents and their schools, only to find that
they now have to attend more courses or ob-
tain a new certificate in order to keep their
present position. I think it unreasonable for
the Internal Revenue Service to say that ex-
penses in connection with increased educa-
tion requirements for teachers will no longer
be deductible. Other professional workers,
such as lawyers and accountants, are able to
deduct expenses for a broad range of insti-
tutes, seminars, and courses, and will be able
to under the changes proposed. Teachers
should be treated on the same level; they are
no less professionals than others who have
been able to benefit from these provisions
and will be able to do so in the future.

It is my understanding that the Internal
Revenue Service will not allow deductions
for expenses for courses which qualify a
person for a different or better position in his
school system, or for a better salary, even
though this was not the intention of the
teacher when he enrolled for the course or
courses involved. I also take exception to
this interpretation. Teachers should be able
to have considerable latitude in the educa-
tional means they choose to improve their
teaching, regardless of the job consequences,
good or bad, of such additional work on their
part.

I strongly urge that these portions of the
proposed changes in the regulations be elim-
inated, and also request that you develop reg-
ulations which will allow teachers to claim
all legitimate educational and other related
expenses they incur.

Sincerely yours,
RALPH W. YARBOROUGH,

THE LATE FORMER SENATOR HAZEL
ABEL, OF NEBRASKA

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I wish to
speak concerning a former Member of
this body, Senator Hazel Abel, who died
in a Lincoln, Nebr., hospital on Satur-
day, July 30, 1966.

Senator Abel’s service in this body was
short, but it was impressive. She had
a broad grasp of public questions. She
possessed a very keen mind, and she was
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representative of everything that is fine
and good in our country.

Senator Dwight Griswold, of Nebraska,
died in the spring of 1954. Senator Abel
was elected to fill out the unexpired term
on November 2, 1954, She received
233,589 votes as against the Democratic
candidate who received 170,823 votes.
That election will be remembered by
many Nebraskans. It was on that day
that Nebraska elected three U.S. Sen-
ators. My senior colleague, Senafor
Romanw Hruska, was elected to fill the
unexpired term of 4 years plus of the
late Senator Hugh Butler. In addition
to Senator Abel and Senator HruSka, I
was elected to the U.S. Senate on that
day for a full 6-year term.

Mr. President, all of Nebraska and
many fine Nebraska institutions owe a
great debt of gratitude to Mrs. Abel for
her generosity, her help, and her lead-
ership. I, as an individual, am greatly
indebted to her. She was helpful to me
in many ways, and she resigned her seat
in the U.S. Senate effective at the end
of the day of December 31, 1954, so that I
might become Nebraska's Senator on
January 1, 1955.

Senator Abel was a distinguished busi-
nesswoman. She was prominent as a
civic leader. She was a philanthropist.
She helped many individuals and many
causes that were never publicized. Hos-
pitals, colleges and universities, churches,
youth organizations, and a multitude of
worthy individuals were the recipients of
Mrs. Abel’s time, talent, and money.

Many honors came to Mrs. Abel. In
1957 she was American Mother of the
Year. In the same year she received the
Distinguished Service Award of the Na-
tive Sons and Daughters of Nebraska.
In 1958 she received the Distinguished
Citizen Award from Nebraska Wesleyan.
The University of Nebraska gave her a
Distinguished Service Award in 1944 and
an honorary doctorate degree was given
to her by Doane College in 1955.

Mr. President, Nebraska and the Na-
tion has indeed lost one of its stalwart
citizens. I know that I speak for this
entire body in extending to her family
our words of sincere sympathy.

Mr. President, I wish to extend my re-
marks by including the account of Mrs.
Abel’'s death which appeared in the
Omaha World Herald and the Lincoln
Journal. Both articles were published
on July 31, 1966.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

MRgsS. HAZEL ABEL DIES; STATE LEADER

Mrs, Hazel Abel, 78, of Lincoln, whose suc-
cessful business and political careers were
capped with a term in the U.S. Senate, died
Saturday night at a Lincoln hospital.

She had reportedly been at the hospital
for several days.

Mrs. Abel was elected at a 1954 general
election to fill the two months unexpired
Benate term of the late Dwight Griswold,
former Nebraska governor.

She was the first Nebraska woman and
the third in history to be elected to the
U.S. Senate.

Her other political venture was a cam-
paign for governor in 1960, when she finished
second in the Republican gubernatorial
prima.ry.

Following this defeat, she never became
active in Nebraska politics.
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MOTHER OF YEAR

Named American Mother of 18957, Mrs.
Abel also recelved that year the distingulished
pervice award of the Native Bons and
Daughters of Nebraska and in 1958 the Ne-
braska Distinguished Citizen Award from
Nebraska Wesleyan.

She was chairman of the board of Abel In-
vestment Co, after serving as secretary of
the Abel Construction Co. from 1918 to 1936
and president from 1936 to 1951, She had
also been president of the George Philip Abel
Memorlial Foundation.

In May, 1958, she was elected vice president
of the American Mothers Committee.

During that month, she was named to the
resolutions committee for the 10th biennial
convention of the National Federation of Re-
publican Women, She was Nebraska presi-
dent at that time.

In July, 1958, she accepted chalrmanship
of the fund-ralsing campalgn for the con-
struction of the W. K. Kellogg Center at
the University of Nebraska.

She was chalrman of the 1958 Governor's
Committee for Youth and a delegate to the
White House Conference on Education.

BETATE CHAIRMAN

Mrs. Abel was state chairman of the com-
mittee working for the Juvenile Court
Amendment and vice president of the Lin-
coln Centennial.

She had been a member of boards of di-
rectors for Doane College, Hastings College
and Nebraska Wesleyan University.

The Plattsmouth native had also been a
former member of the First-Plymouth Con-
gregational Church board of trustees.

She enrolled at the University of Nebraska
at the age of 15, graduating in 1908 with a
major in mathematics, a B.A. degree and a
teacher's certificate.

For 10 years before her marriage to George
P. Abel she taught in several Nebraska sec-
ondary schools.

After her marriage in 1918, Mr, and Mrs,
Abel moved to Lincoln into the house in
which Mrs. Abel lived until her death.

For many years Mrs, Abel had been on
the board of directors and executive com-
mittees of the Community Chest and Red
Cross.

HOSPITAL POSTS

She was also a director of Lincoln General
Hospital, and for one year was president.
She also was president of the Hospital's wom-
en's auxiliary.

Mrs. Abel has been president of the Lin-
coln Branch of the American Assn. of Uni-
versity Women, Parent-Teachers Assn. and
Native Sons and Daughters of Nebraska.

She was also a key leader in the Nebraska
League of Women Voters, the Lincoln YWCA,
Lincoln Camp Fire Girls, Lincoln Girl Scout
Council, National Board of Camp Fire Girls,
and the Women's Division of the Lincoln
Chamber of Commerce.

Survivors include a son, George P. of Lin-
coln; four daughters, Miss Alice Abel of Lin-
coln, Mrs. Gene (Hazel) Tallman of Lin-
coln, Mrs. Harry (Helen) Ragen of San Diego,
Calif,, and Miss Ann Abel of Nice, France; -
a brother, Eugene Hempel of S8an Bernadino,
Calif.; a sister, Mrs, A, J. Sistek of Omaha;
and seven grandchildren.

Services are pending at Roper and Sons'
Mortuary.

Deara TAxEs EX-SENATOR HAZEL ABEL—
NEBRASEAN, ALsO ONCE MOTHER OF YEAR
Mrs. Hazel Abel, the only woman elected

to the United States Senate from Nebraska,

died here Saturday evening at the age of 78.
Mrs. Abel was the widow of George P.

Abel. After he died in 1936, she became

president of the Abel Construction Com-

pany, a post she held until her son, George

P. Abel, Jr., assumed it in 1951.

Among her other honors was her selection

as American Mother of the Year in 1957.
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Bhe was also Nebraska Mother of the Year

that year.
BORN IN PLATTSMOUTH

A third-generation Nebraskan, she was
born in Plattsmouth on July 10, 1888, daugh-
ter of a Burlington Ralload employe, Charles
Hempel. Her paternal grandfather fought
in the Civil War.

She was graduated from Omaha High
School (now Omaha Central High) in 1904
at age of 15. The University of Nebraska
would not accept her at that age, so she
waited a year and then graduated in three
years.

She was a high school principal at Papil-
Hon, Ashland and Crete and taught mathe-
matics at Kearney High School before mar-
rying Mr. Abel in 1916.

SUCCEEDED EVE BOWRING

Bhe served as secretary of the Abel Con-
struction Company from 1916 until 1936.
Later she was chairman of the board of the
Abel Investment Company and president of
the George P. Abel Memorial Foundation.

In the fall of 1954, she was elected to
serve the unexpired two months of the term
of Senator Dwight Griswold, who died that
spring. As the first woman elected to Con-
gress from Nebraska, she succeeded the first
woman to represent the state in Congress,
Eve Bowring of Merriman, who was ap-
pointed when Mr. Griswold died.

CENSURED M’'CARTHY

Mrs. Abel resigned on December 31, 1954,
allowing Cary Curtis, who had been elected
to the seat for a full term, to be appointed
a few days before other freshmen Senators
began to serve, thus gaining in seniority.
Mrs., Abel had supported Mr. CurTtis in his
cam, 2
Probably her most important act as a Sen-
ator was to vote for the motion to censure
Senator Joseph McCarthy (Rep., Wis.). She
made a point of listening to “every single
minute'” of debate on the censure motion
and was the first Senator to vote on it. Ne-
braska's other Senator, Roman Hrusga, voted
against it.

SUFPORTED EISENHOWER

In 1956, she was chairman of Nebraska's
delegation to the Republican National Con-
vention, where she supported President
Eisenhower's and Vice-President Richard
Nixon's re-nomination.

In 1860 she sought the Republican nom-
ination for Governor, but was defeated in
the primary by State Senator John Cooper
of Humboldt.

She was a member of First Plymouth Con-
gregational Church of Lincoln, and served on
its board of trustees.

At various times she also served as trustee
for Lincoln General Hospital, Doane College,
Nebraska Wesleyan University, Hastings Col-
lege and the University of Nebraska Founda-
tion.

U.N. AWARD IN "44

Bhe received the UN.'s distinguished serv-
ice award in 1944, an honorary Doctor of
Humane Letters from Doane College in 1955
and the distinguished citizen award of Ne-
braska Wesleyan University in 1958.

Survivors include her son and four daugh-
ters: Allce Abel of Lincoln, Mrs. Gene
(Hazel) Tallman of Lincoln, Mrs. Harry
(Helen) Ragen of San Diego, Cal., and Ann
Abel of Nice, France; a brother, Eugene
Hempel of Santa Barbara, Cal., a sister, Mrs.
A. J. Sistek of 605 Beverly Drive, Omaha; and
seven grandchildren,

WHERE IS ESCALATION LEADING
uUs?

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, al-
though it has not been called a new step
in escalation of the war in Vietnam, I
think there can be little doubt that our
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bombing of the demilitarized zone in
Vietnam this week is in fact another
new step-up in escalation.

We are told that this is a milifary
necessity, that the zone which is sup-
posed to be militarily free under the
Geneva agreements, and which until now
has not been deliberately bombed, is har-
boring enemy forces we must destroy.

This has been the plea—military nec-
essity—each time we have expanded fur-
ther our operations in Vietnam. When
we began the bombing of North Vietnam
in February 1965, we were told that the
rate of infiltration from north to south
was about 1,600 men a month, and that
our air strikes would halt or slow that
flow. But within a few months we
learned that, far from that being the
case, the rate of filtration had tripled
to 4,500 or 5,000 men a month.

I have said before that escalation
breeds escalation. The President has
said repeatedly that “we seek no wider
war,” but our constant increase of mili-
tary pressure is widening that war.
There is good reason to believe that we
are moving our forces constantly upward
toward a projected mark of at least
800,000.

The result is that, declarations of war
or their lack notwithstanding, we now
have far more than guerrilla skirmishes,
far more than a peacekeeping operation,
far more than subsidiary support for the
South Vietnamese forces. In looking at
these facts the New Republic recently
spoke out editorially.

In the course of doing so, the editorial
noted the belief of Gen. Ben Sternberg,
who commands the 101st Airborne Divi-
sion, that 500,000 more U.S. troops are
needed in Vietnam. Will this further
escalation draw in, not just the present
12 North Vietnamese regiments now en-
gaged, but the 300,000-man army which
it has in existence? Will this bring us
to a further escalation, perhaps a mil-
lion of our boys? Will it bring the “mili-
tary necessity” for landing of troops in
the north? Will it bring the land war
with China we have long sought fo
avoid?

These are gloomy possibilities, fearful
to consider, but logical and all but in-
evitable under our present policy. In the
meantime, we have a war psychology
growing apace, a war economy coming
into being, and, as the editorial is en-
titled, “The War President.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial from the July 16
issue of the New Republic may appear
in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the New Republic, July 16, 1966]

THE WAR PRESIDENT

In Omaha, the day after Hanol and Hai-
phong were first hit, the President called on
God to forgive his critics, “for they know not
what they do.” All of us stand in need of
enlightenment; human judgment is fallible.
Just how fallible, Mr. Johnson illustrates.
“We have made it clear,” he said, “that we
wish negotiations to begin on the basis of
international agreements made in 18954 and
in 1966"; and, “those who say that this is
merely a Vietnamese ‘civil war' are wrong.
The warfare in South Vietnam was started
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by the government of North Vietnam in
1969."” God forgive us, we don't think so.

As early as 1956, the then government of
South Vietnam with the backing of the
United States, violated the 1954 Geneva
agreements, which provided, among other
things, for “general elections which will bring
the unification of Vietnam"; it also pro-
hibited “the introduction into Vietnam of
any troop reinforcements and additional
military personnel.” Within two years, Ngo
Dinh Diem, with our military aid, had made
himself a dictator, smashed all political op-
position and spurned elections to bring about
unification. The Viet Cong began as an
armed rebellion against Diem (of whom the
U.8. itself finally tired and in 1963 allowed
to be overthrown and murdered by a military
Junta). Intervention from outside Vietnam
has been largely American—so far.

Nevertheless, the President nmow affirms
that he will accept and abide by those Geneva
agreements. Why, then, don't the Viet Cong
and the North Vietnamese agree to negotiate
on that basis? Owur hunch is, because they
don't believe him, and they may well be
right. Actions do speak louder than words,
and Mr. Johnson is acting out his determina~
tion to preserve South Vietnam as a client
state, close to China, so that there may be
another link in a solid chain that includes
Bouth Eorea, Formosa and Thailand. The
well-being of the Vietnamese is a secondary
concern. They must serve our purpose—the
military containment of Peking. That is the
objective, and it is nonnegotiable. We
therefore cannot, Secretary Rusk informed
the SEATO conference in Australia the end
of June (and later told Congressman Frank
HortOoN [R., N.Y.] on TV), permit the Viet
Cong to be formally admitted to a peace con-
ference: that would give them a veto on a
settlement; they might haggle over terms,
whereas what Mr. Rusk and the President
really want is unconditional surrender.

When the bombing of North Vietnam be-
gan in February last year, the Pentagon
stated that the rate of infiltration from
North to South was about 1,600 men a
month; air strikes, so the logic then ran,
would halt or slow down this infiltration.
After 15 months of constant pounding from
the air, the infiltration rate is said to have
tripled to 4,500-5,500 men a month, and the
jungle tracks, according to the President,
have become “boulevards.” Therefore, the
original justification had to be discarded and
another found. It was. In his July 6 press
conference, Mr. Johnson acknowledged that:
“We do not say that [the raids] will even
reduce it [infiltration}],” but they will make
life "more difficult” for the enemy. And so
they will.

We have been seelng, week after week,
where such logic leads us. The estimate of
Peter Arnett, who has been reporting from
Vietnam for the Assoclated Press since 1962,
is that by bombing the North and pouring
American, Korean and Australian troops into
the South, “we can beat the major units of
the enemy,” but “in so doing, we make very
little impact on the other two levels of the
war.” By "“the other two levels of the war,"”
Arnett means the battles of the “very tired”
Vietnamese army against “local, homegrown"
Viet Cong battalions; and the battles of local
militia forces against Viet Cong guerrillas in
the mountains, in the Mekong Delta rice
fields, and along the highly populated coastal
plains. It is at this third level that “the real
blood of Vietnam is seeping away,” and also
“at this level the war could continue in-
definitely.” The Viet Cong can go on fighting
as guerrillas for a long, long time.

American forces, who are “beginning to
bear the brunt,” to Arnett, are
waging war on the enemy units with vastly
superior air power, modern artillery and such
refinements as the “cluster bomb unit” that
shoots out both napalm and hand grenades.
But he warns that in order to destroy the
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main enemy units, the US will have to double
its forces; "certainly at least twice as many
as are here now will be needed.” And, he
adds, “it will also probably mean the de-
struction of much of Vietnam—both North
and South. As the war grows, the destruc-
tion is getting very considerable over the
countryside. Villages are being devastated
as & matter of course.” The end of this road
is genocide, with no one left with whom one
need negotiate.

Arnett is a top-flight reporter, but he is not
a professional soldier. General Ben Stern-
berg is. Commander of the 101st Airborne,
he recently returned from 26 months in Viet-
nam, where he served on General Westmore-
land's staff. General Sternberg sees “no sta-
bilization of the military regime, at least in
the near future”; he thinks Premier Ky even-
tually “will have to go,” but “civilian govern-
ment is not possible in South Vietnam now.”
He belleves that 500,000 more US troops are
needed in Vietnam—a total of about 800,-
000—to seal off infiltration and supplies from
the North.

But first, the gamble of victory through air
power must be played out, with doubled and
redoubled bets, even though the systematic
destruction from the air of North Vietnam,
as Richard N. Goodwin, former Special As-
sistant to both Presidents Kennedy and
Johnson has pointed out, is more likely to
pressure the North into sending into battle
its 300,000-man army, instead of the 12 North
Vietnamese regiments thus far engaged.
This in turn would bring a million or more
GIs into the war and make 1t very tempting
to consider landing US troops in the North.

Politicians in both parties meanwhile press
the President to “get it over with,” hit harder
and more often—and hope that a fist in the
face of the North will not provoke too brutal
a counterpunch. At the moment, official
Washington is rather complacent about the
danger of Chinese intervention, believing
that Peking has enough troubles without
borrowing more. It is a hazardous assump-
tion in view of the history of our entrap-
ment in Vietnam, a history that is littered
with miscalculation.

Who could have foreseen it? The Great
Boclety exponent, the practitioner of com-
mon sense, compromise and consensus, has
become The War President—sworn to prevent
at any cost one set of Vietnamese (unfriend-
1y, we have guaranteed that) from overcom-
ing other Vietnamese (who could not hold
power without us).

A PEACE CORPS VOLUNTEER
WRITES OF VIETNAM

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, in the
considerable volume of mail which I have
recently received concerning Vietnam,
one letter in particular has appealed to
me as deserving of wider attention.

This is a letter which came to me,
handwritten on the thin paper of an
oversea self-mailer letter sheet, from a
Peace Corps volunteer living and working
in a southeast Asian country. From the
standpoint of a dedicated person, con-
cerned with improving the living condi-
tions of the underprivileged in another
land, the writer looks at our actions in
Vietnam. Our escalation—and in this
there is indication that many others in
the Peace Corps have similar feelings—
is seen as an embarrassment which un-
dermines the work and morale of this
Peace Corps worker.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the contents of the letter to
which I refer may appear in the Cown-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.
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There being no objection, the letter was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

Jury 15, 1966,
Senator VANCE HARTKE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. HarTE: I do not know how to
adequately express my vast indignation and
shame for the pathetic atrocity of our posi-
tion in Viet Nam. Continual escalation,
such as was recently carried out on Hanoi
and Haiphong, cannot from this vantage
point be interpreted as anything but an arro-
gant and childish show of force. The ques-
tion of who the real aggressor is, could, I be-
lieve, stand some clarification.

I am not deluded into thinking that the
protestations of a few, or even very many,
people, will have any effect upon the dog-
matic and power-opulent men in the State
Department, Pentagon, and White House.
However, I would be pleased to add my name
to a list of 12,000 Peace Corps Volunteers who
would commit themselves to leave their
countries of assignment unless something is
soon done about the embarrassing escalation.
Although such an action may be slightly
radical, I feel it could be one of the few ade-
quate means of significant protest.

Sincerely,

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed.

THE AIRLINES LABOR DISPUTE

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of the un-
finished business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pur-
suant to the previous order, the Chair
lays before the Senate the pending busi-
ness, which the clerk will report.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A joint reso-
lution (S.J. Res. 186) to provide for the
settlement of the labor dispute currently
existing between certain air carriers and
certain of their employees, and for other
purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
joint resolution.

Mr. CLARK obtained the floor.

Mr. MORSE and Mr. MANSFIELD
addressed the Chair.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I shall
vield first to the majority leader and
then to the senior Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsgl.

Mr, MANSFIELD. I was going to
suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, the Sen-
ator’s resolution is the pending business,
and I, by way of an amendment in the
nature of a substitute, wish to send to the
desk a substitute.

Mr. CLARK. To be called up later?

Mr. MORSE. To be called up later.

Mr.CLARK. Mr, President, I yield for
that purpose.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I will
have copies of my substitute shortly for
the Members of the Senate. This is the
first copy that I have obtained from the
typewriters and the Mimeograph ma-
chine. I send to the desk for myself and
certain other Senators, whose names I
will announce to the Senate shortly—
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there will be several Senators joining me
in offering this measure as a substitute;
I do not have their names on it yet and
I would like to have it in printed form—
an amendment to Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 186 in the form of a substitute.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I now
yield to the majority leader [Mr. MaNs-
FIELp], with the understanding that I
shall not lose my right to the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Crark] yielding the floor for
that purpose? Without objection, it is
so ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr, CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that our Republican col-
leagues have a luncheon in progress,
which probably is due to end soon. Since
there are no Republicans here on the floor
as this important legislation is about to
be considered, I am going to suggest the
absence of a quorum. I am not going to
let it run very long, but I will ask those
on the Republican side to advise the
Republican Senators that the bill is about
to be called up.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, Senate
Joint Resolution 186 was reported yester-
day from the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare by a final vote of 10 to 6.

The joint resolution provides the
mechanism for the settlement of the
labor dispute currently existing between
certain air carriers and their employees.
First, let me briefly describe the measure
which resulted after long and arduous
consideration by the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare. The committee,
over a period of 5 days, discussed, in con-
slderable depth, the airline strike and
what, if anything, to do about it.

The joint resolution recites that there
is a strike called by the machinists’ un-
ion, which represents employees of East-
ern, National, Northwest, Trans World,
and United Air Lines., Machinists on a
sixth airline, American, also voted to
strike, but were restrained from doing so
by a Presidential finding that such a
strike would substantially interrupt in-
terstate commerce, the order issued un-
der the Railway Labor Act in the Ameri-
can strike, as in earlier strikes of the five
airlines, was for a period of 60 days.

The resolution recites that this strike
“threatens substantially to interrupt in-
terstate commerce to a degree such as
to deprive any section of the country of
essential transportation services.” Those
are the words of art used in the Railway
Labor Act. A finding to this effect is
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a prerequisite to an order under the
Railway Labor Act.

The resolution finds, on behalf of Con-
gress, that emergency measures are es-
sential to the settlement of the dispute.
Then, in section 2, the resolution ex-
tends for a period, not to exceed 180
days, the time during which no strike
or lockout will be permitted. In the
measure as reported, the President is
given discretion to invoke this new au-
thority. He is also given discretion as to
whether he wishes to break that 180-day
period up into one or more segments,
but in no event may the period exceed
180 days. Roughly speaking, this would
result in the authority expiring about
the 1st of February of next year.

The resolution then gives the Presi-
dent permissive, not mandatory, author-
ity to appoint a special airline dispute
board, which shall attempt to mediate
the dispute between the parties. It also
provides that any wage settlement even-
tually entered into should be retroac-
tive to January 1, 1966.

Section 6 of the joint resolution pro-
vides that if, prior to the settlement of
the present dispute between the five air-
line carriers and their employees, a dis-
pute affecting any other air carrier, such
as American Airlines, shall in the judg-
ment of the President threaten substan-
tially to interrupt interstate commerce,
the President can by Executive order in-
clude such an airline and its employees
in the directive forbidding a strike or
lockout for a period short of the 180
days.

Injunctive relief is provided by the
resolution, and the provisions of the
Norris-La Guardia Act are waived.

Those are the essential provisions of
the committee measure. I shall now
briefly explain the background which re-
sulted in this proposed legislation having
been brought to the floor of the Senate.

The five airlines to which I have re-
ferred represent more than 60 percent of
the domestic trunkline air industry, as
measured in passenger miles. The In-
ternational Association of Machinists
represents some 35,000 employees who
are on strike. Those employees are pri-
marily mechanics, ramp and store, flight
kitehen, dining service, plant protection,
and related classification employees.

The controversy with which we are
dealing began on August 9—almost a
year ago—when an agreement was en-
tered into between the carriers and their
employees establishing a procedure for
joint negotiations between the five air-
lines and the employees of each airline.

I shall not dwell on the intricate ne-
gotiations which ensued. The National
Mediation Board attempted to mediate
the dispute. On March 18 last, it prof-
fered arbitration, as authorized by sec-
tion 8 of the Railway Labor Act. The
carriers accepted arbitration; the union
rejected it.

Then, on April 21 of this year, it being
apparent that the parties were nowhere
near a settlement, the President, pursu-
ant to the provisions of section 10 of the
Railway Labor Act, created an emer-
gency board, and the union withdrew a
strike notice which it had theretofore
issued.
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Under section 10, no strike or lockout
was permitted for 60 days after the Pres-
idential action in appointing the board.
Note well that it was the President, and
not Congress, who triggered the 60-day
order requiring the men to stay at work.
He did so because he found, in the words
of the Railway Labor Act, that the strike
“threatened substantially to interrupt
interstate commerce to a degree such as
to deprive any section of the country of
essential transportation services.”

Thus, the President last April made a
finding on his own that a condition
existed which, under present law, re-
quired him to keep the men at work.

He made the same finding 3 or 4 days
ago when the American Airlines strike
was threatened. The President acting
in his own diseretion has twice within
recent months taken action to prevent
the men from walking off the job.

The President appointed a distin-
guished Board of three, chaired by our
colleague, Senator WayNE MorsEg, of Ore-
gon. The other members were David
Ginsburg, an extremely competent
lawyer from Washington, and Richard
Neustadt, a well-known professor of gov-
ernment at Harvard University who also
itiarved President Kennedy with distine-

on.

The Board filed its report with the
President on June 5.

In my opinion the Senator from Ore-
gon and his colleagues did an outstand-
ing and statesmanlike job in making
a comprehensive and incisive report of
the issues between the parties, and in
recommending terms for a just settle-
ment.

I concur fully in the statement with
respect to the report made by the Presi-
dent when he said:

The recommendations of the Board reflect
the highest order of judgment, imagination,
and wisdom.,

Those recommendations form the frame-
work for a just and prompt settlement,
which is in the national interest.

The union rejected the report. The
carriers accepted it as the basis for
negotiation.

On July 8 the union called a strike
and the men left their jobs. They are
still out today, on August 2, almost a
month later.

The process of collective bargaining,
so much respected by all of us as a basic
precept—a basie right, if you will—in
management-labor affairs has thus been
operating since August of last year in-
cluding the month since the strike
started.

On July 22, the senior Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Chairman of
the Emergency Board—and one of the
most competent and skilled labor media-
tors and arbitrators in the country today,
and certainly the most sgkillful one among
our membership—offered a resolution,
Senate Joint Resolution 181, which was
referred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare for consideration.

A number of other resolutions most of
them authored by our Republican friends
were also referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare. Some called
for compulsory arbitration.

The Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare determined to hold a 1-day hear-
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ing to explore the desirability of report-
ing legislation to the Senate. That hear-
ing was held on July 27. Witnesses were
the Secretary of Labor, W. Willard Wirtz,
Mr. Curtin, representing the five carriers,
and Mr. Siemiller, representing the Ma-
chinists Union.

Yesterday morning, in view of other
critical developments, Secretary Wirtz
came back and was examined by mem-
bers of the committee for the better part
of 3 hours. At the hearing a number of
ma'.;tters were clarified, while others were
not.

There has been a great deal of talk in
Congress and in the press as to whether
a national emergency exists which justi-
fies congressional intervention in this
dispute.

The phrase ‘“national emergency”
comes from the Taft-Hartley Act and has
reference to a condition in which the
national health and welfare are adversely
affected by a labor dispute so that the
national security is involved.

An important point to make is that the
question of whether a national emergency
exists has nothing whatever to do with
whether the Senate should presently act.
The airlines are not under the Taft-
Hartley Act, but are under the Railway
Labor Act. The test for intervention
under the Railway Labor Act is not
whether there is a national emergency
which threatens the health and safety of
the country, but whether the labor dis-
pute, strike or lockout, threatens to in-
terrupt substantially interstate com-
merce to a degree such as to deprive
any section of the country of essential
transportation services.

Secretary Wirtz testified that no na-
tional emergency existed, and he gave
some persuasive statistics to cause most
of us on the committee to eoncur in his
judgment. For example, of the travel in
interstate commerce today, 94 percent of
it is by other than aircraft. That traffie
has not been interrupted—89.5 percent
of the travel was by automobile, includ-
ing truck—2.6 percent was by bus. Two
percent was by railroads, and only 5.9
percent was by domestic air carriers.
Those are the figures for passenger in-
terstate travel.

With regard to freight, less than one-
tenth of 1 percent of all domestic inter-
city freight traveled by air.

In my judgment one cannot fail to con-
clude, that disruption of the relatively
small amount of air traffic does not con-
stitute a national emergency threaten-
ing the health and safety of the people
of this country, or indeed threatening
the national security.

It was alleged by at least one member
of the committee—and he had some tele-
grams from his own State to support
him—that the strike was impeding the
war effort in Vietnam and that essential
material and transportation of military
personnel were being slowed down thus
endangering the military effort. Secre-
tary Wirtz was very clear that this is
not so. I read from his prepared state-
ment before the committee, under the
heading “The Military Program™:

The Department of Defense reports little
direct impact upon the movement of mili-
tary personnel, except for those service per-
sonnel traveling on leave status.
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At the inception of the strike arrange-
ments were made through the Department
of Labor, in cooperation with officials of the
Machinists Union, to provide for the orderly
and expeditious clearance of all commercial
charter flights requested by the Depart-
ment of Defense. As a result, group move-
ments of military personnel have been ac-
complished with little delay and in numbers
comparable to those transported by com-
mercial air carriers before the strike began.

The Defense Department, speaking
through the Secretary of Labor, made no
complaint about the strike so far as his
operations were concerned.

Thus, the committee had no hesita-
tion in accepting the position of Secre-
tary Wirtz that there was not a national
emergency which would threaten the
health and safety of the counry. How-
ever, the Secretary testified that if the
strike continued indefinitely, conditions
might change. He said that there is an
ever-present threat that if the strike
continues indefinitely, a national emer-

gency might well occur.
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK. I shall yield in one mo-
ment.

The Secretary said:

‘We are confronted with a serlous, substan-
tlal adverse impact on the national interest,
an Iimpact which, however, has not yet
brought the country to an emergency stage.
However, any prolongation of the current
strike, by increasing the strain on existing
services, and by multiplylng the current de-
lays and inconveniences may well bring the
Nation to that crisis, emergency stage.

I am happy to yield to the Senator
from Vermont.

Mr. ATKEN. I was just wondering
what Secretary Wirtz meant by the term
“indefinitely.” How long does it take to
reach “indefinitely”? I indicate that
“indefinitely” might be reached about
the second week in November.

Mr. . He was very careful not
to getl into that.

May I say that I recognize the impli-
cations of the question of the Senator
from Vermont; but I will tell him, per-
fectly candidly and honestly, that there
is not a shadow of a doubt that politics
is playing a very real but hidden part in
this whole matter. For myself, I do not
intend to bring that political matter to
the surface. I shall be glad to respond
to my friend, the Senator from Ver-
mont, if he should like me to do so.

Mr. ATKEN. I would fully agree with
my colleague from Pennsylvania, except
in one respect: It is not so hidden, I
believe it is pretty well in the open.

Mr. CLARK. Iwish tosay tothe Sen-
ator from Vermont that in the last 24
hours it has tended to surface.

I shall finish the emergency aspect
by pointing out that in the report, which
is on the desk of all Senators, the ques-
tion was asked of Secretary Wirtz as to
whether an emergency exists which
threatens substantially to interrupt in-
terstate commerce to a degree such as to
deprive any section of the country of
essential transportation service.

He answered this guestion with a cate-
gorical “Yes.”

I believe it is fair to say that all mem-
bers of the committee, except one,
showed by their votes on the various pro-
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posals that in their opinion there was a
sufficient interruption to interstate com-
merce to justify congressional action.

The problem which confronts us today
is what sort of acceptable compromise
could be brought forward between widely
varying views both within the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare and on
the floor of the Senate.

I may say that some Senators on the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
and perhaps more on the floor are, in my
opinion, likely to vote against any ac-
tion, because they do not believe the
situation sufficiently serious. They be-
lieve that collective bargaining should
be given still more opportunity to work
its will, and they are not prepared to
endorse congressional action.

On the other hand, I believe that it
is equally clear that the overwhelming
majority of the members of the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare—
Republicans as well as Democrats—are
of the view that some form of congres-
sional action is desirable.

I believe that I have given enough
hasic statistics to make clear that the
overwhelming preponderance of the tes-
timony brought forward by the Secretary
of Labor and by the representative of
the carriers is that there is a serious
dislocation of interstate commerce, and
that action would be justified.

I wish to point out that ordering men
back to work is a serious matter.

It has not been done since 1917, when
the Nation was in the throes of World
War I, It is true that on several occa-
sions, sometimes congressional but more
often Presidential, authority has been
exercised to require men to stay on the
job. But once they have quit the job
and gone out on strike, it has been indeed
an extraordinary measure to order them
to go back to work.

The joint resolution now before the
Senate is one which a substantial ma-
jority of the committee felt represented
the most appropriate compromise among
the varying points of view. I may say
that personally, as the floor manager of
the joint resolution, I came to that point
of view reluctantly. I do not like to
support legislation which orders striking
men back to work. However, after lis-
tening to the testimony, I concluded that
the inconvenience to the public was a
primary consideration—that inconven-
ience has now continued for the better
part of a month; there is no immediate
prospect for a settlement unless Con-
gress acts—therefore, I am prepared to
reject the advice of my very good friends
in the labor movement not to legislate
and to come before the Senate support-
ing the joint resolution.

What does the joint resolution do? It
has been said that it passes the buck to
the President. Senators will hear that
point adequately argued by the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse] and others. My own view is that
proper governmental action in a case in
which Congress concludes that men
should be sent back to work within the
framework of the Constitution is to have
Congress pass authorizing legislation—
to give the President some flexibility,
some freedom of action, some discre-
tion—to give him the tool that is needed
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to take that extraordinary action of or-
dering men back to work. I am prepared
to do that.

The controversy is around a narrow
point. The overwhelming majority of
the committee agrees that congressional
action is desirable.

The overwhelming majority of the
committee agrees that legislation should
be passed which would get the men back
to work for a relatively short period. In
this instance, we are all in accord that
the period should not exceed 180 days.
The major difference between us is
whether Congress should order the men
back to work or whether, as I prefer,
Congress should authorize the President
to send them back to work if he feels
that 1s in the best interest of the Nation
and that collective bargaining no long-
er offers a viable route to a reasonable
and speedy settlement.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. CLARK. I am very happy to yield
to the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator from
Pennsylvania has stated that the pro-
posed action is more or less unprece-
dented and that the only other instance
in which people have been ordered back
to work was in 1917. Who issued the
order at that time?

Mr., CLARK. My recollection is not
very clear. As I recall, it was joint ac-
tion with the President. The Senator
from Washington [Mr. MaeNuson],
chairman of the Committee on Com-
merce, who is well versed in these affairs,
tells me that that is correct.

Mr. President, may we have order in
the galleries?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BArRTLETT in the chair)., The galleries
will be in order.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, one might
summarize this matter by saying that
there are some members of the com-
mittee, and no doubt there are some
Members of the Senate, who do not want
any legislation at all because they think
that the process of free collective bar-
gaining should be permitted to continue
until such time as a real national emer-
gency exists. Some Members of the
Senate would have us act right now, pass
compulsory arbitration, send the men
back to work and keep them there sub-
ject to the determination of a compul-
sory arbitration board. The overwhelm-
ing majority of the members of the
committee and, I think, the overwhelm-
ing majority of the Members of the Sen-
ate, believe that action should be taken
which would make it possible to send the
workers back to their jobs, A large ma-
jority of the committee is of the view
that this action should be triggered by
the President based on a congressional
authorization. A minority of the com-
mittee felt that the Congress should take
full responsibility, leaving no discretion
to the President.

I am telling no tales out of school when
I say I am confident that the White
House wants the Congress to take the
whole responsibility. This is not ac-
ceptable to me, although it may be ac-
ceptable fo a majority of the Senate.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. CorToN].

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I mere-
1y wish to ask the distinguished Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crarxl] this
question. The Senator has just stated
that the resolution which he is sponsor-
ing requires authority from the Congress
to be triggered by action by the Execu-
tive.

Mr. CLAREK. The Senator is correct.
The President has the diseretion if he
wants to use it.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I notice
in the report the use of the word “may.”
It says that the President “may” at the
same time create a special board for
arbitration.

Mr. CLARK. A Special Airline Dis-
pute Board for Mediation.

Mr. COTTON. Do I gather from the
use of that sentence in the report that the
resolution which the distinguished Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crarx] is
now presenting permits the President to
order men back to work, and not—as is
now provided in the existing law—at
the same time create any special ma-
chinery to try to arbitrate the differences.

Mr. CLARK. I shall state the answer
this way to my friend, the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Corronl, who is
essentially correct in what he says.
There has already been intervention by
the National Mediation Board, which is
a permanent board. They are standing
by, ready, willing, and able to get back
into the matter again.

There has been a report by a three-
man board chaired by the distinguished
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse], which
explored this situation in depth and sub-
mitted an excellent report.

The reason we use “may” instead of
“shall” in the act is that some of us felt
we had enough boards and studies of the
matter. However, a good many mem-
bers of the committee sought the format
of the Railway Labor Act, and we put
in authority for a board, but we made it
permissive.

Mr. COTTON. The main purpose of
my raising the question at this time is
we on the Committee on Commerce went
through a similar situation, as the Sen-
ator knows, several years ago. At that
time, I well remember, we were called
to the White House. Other Senators
who are here were present when the late
President Kennedy specifically said he
had exhausted, as President Johnson has
exhausted, his powers under the Rail-
way Labor Act, and that he was relue-
tantly asking the Congress to give him
more powers to avert a strike.

Mr. CLAREK. To give him more power?

Mr. COTTON. That is correct.

Mr. CLARK. He did not want the
Congress to take the whole responsibulty.

Mr, COTTON. No.

Mr. CLARK. There is a great differ-
ence in this instance.

Mr. COTTON. He was fully prepared
to go ahead and assume his responsi-
bility. He wanted the power with which
to do it.

I also seem to remember—I hope I am
accurate in my recollection—that Presi-
dent Kennedy, even in that first informal
discussion, emphasized that he was ex-
tremely reluctant to resort to even
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temporary compulsory arbitration, but
that he also felt that any order issued
by the President based on authority
granted him by the Congress should be
clearly based on a situation of continu-
ing efforts to reach an agreement, which
is the primary purpose at all times. For
that reason, it is my recollection that he
suggested, and there was provided in the
measure which we eventually passed,
first, that Congress granted the power to
the President, and second, that at that
time when the President exercised it he
either designate a new board or in some
way specifically authorize, encourage, or
require further arbitration of those ques-
tions that had not been resolved.

In that case, of course, there was a
separation of questions resolved and
questions not resolved which is not true
in this case.

Mr, CLARK. I ask the Senator if in
that instance—my recollection is hazy—
the legislation provided for compulsory
arbitration?

Mr. COTTON. It provided temporary
compulsory arbitration. It authorized
the laying down of rules that should be
in effect for not more than 2 years; pro-
vided that further negotiations and at-
tempts to arbitrate should proceed dur-
ing those 2 years, that temporary rules
regarding the firemen and the crew con-
cept, and other matters in dispute,
should continue in arbitration. It pro-
vided that no strike should take place
for a period of 2 years, while the nego-
tiations would continue.

Mr. . Let me say to my good
friend from New Hampshire that the
pending bill does exactly what the Sena-
tor said, with two exceptions. One, the
period is 180 days instead of 2 years;
second, there is no compulsory arbitra-
tion feature but merely a continuation
of mediation.

From my own point of view, I believe
that this is sound and temperate legis-
lation. I, for one, am not prepared, yet,
to go to compulsory arbitration and shall
oppose any amendment brought up today
to provide for compulsory arbitration. I
do not believe that we have had anything
like enough testimony—we had only a 1-
day hearing—to justify such action.
Also, in my opinion, if the pending legis-
lation is enacted into law in its present
form, there is the high probability that
the strike will soon be settled. I would
be reluctant to go to compulsory arbitra-
tion, yet I know that some Senators on
the BSenator’s side of the aisle feel
differently.

Mr, COTTON. Well, let me make it
very clear that I do not believe that we
should proceed to compulsory arbitra-
tion at this time. We did it, as Presi-
dent Kennedy suggested. He suggested
it with extreme reluctance. We did it
with extreme reluctance. But the two
situations are not comparable at all to
the present one. At that time there had
been long-drawn-out negotiations and
disagreement over a long period of years.

I should like to make clear at this time
that I feel, as the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania does, that this authority should
be given to the President by Congress.
Congress should never place itself in a
position of ordering men back to work.
Once the door is opened to ordering men
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back to work by congressional action,
Congress will have opcned up a Pan-
dora's box and will be constantly settling
strikes. Such action as we may take—if
we take any—should be triggered by the
President.

It may well be wise to consider wheth-
er the President should not at the same
time create additional or new machinery
to handle the emergency, the old Board
having failed. On the matter of the
length of time, I feel that 6 months is
altogether too long for such action and
that we should give the President the
power for 30 or 60 days, and then re-
newed power. But it should be exercised
by him at his discretion in the manner
he sees fit, because he is the Executive,
we are only the legislative, Thc people
of this country by an overwhelming ma-
jority, have designated the President to
act. They have only designated Con-
gress to give the power to him.

Mr. CLARK. I could not agree more
with my friend, the Senator from New
Hampshire. I wish the Senator would
allow me to make this statement. There
is strong sentiment to support the 30,
60, or 90-day period which the Senator
from New Hampshire has indicated. For
myself, I was originally a proponent of
the 30 or 60-day period. It was in the
original measure. However, at the urg-
ing of the Secretary of Labor, who indi-
cated he represented the administration,
and in view of the fact that there will
be a number of other labor disputes com-
ing up in the next 6 months, I was per-
suaded—and a majority of my colleagues
agreed—to take out the 30, 60, 90-day
periods and put in a period which should
not exceed 180 days, and leave it up to
the President as to whether he wanted
to order the men back to work for 30
days, 60 days, 90 days, or whether he
wants to order them back, in the first
instance, for 180 days. In that regard,
I think the Senator from New Hampshire
and I are in substantial accord.

Mr. SIMPSON and Mr. PASTORE ad-
dressed the Chair.

Mr. CLARK. I have promised to yield
to the Senator from Wyoming, and then
I shall be happy to yield to the Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr. SIMPSON. Upon coming into the
Chamber, I was interested to hear the
Senator from Pennsylvania say that the
President refused to accept the respon-
sibility for ordering the men back to
work.

Mr. CLARK. That is putting it a little
strong. I do not want to misrepresent
the situation.

Mr. SIMPSON. I do notintend to put
words in the Senator's mouth. That is
what my understanding was as to what
the President had said.

Mr. CLARK. I believe what the Presi-
dent has clearly indicated, informally, is
that if there should be legislation—may
I point out that he has not recommended
legislation, nor has he recommended
against legislation—he would very much
prefer not to be given any discretion. He
would rather have Congress make a
blanket determination that the men shall
go back for as long as 180 days, unless a
settlement is achieved before that time
has expired.
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Mr, SIMPSON. Did the President in-
dicate to the Senator from Pennsylvania
his reasons for not wishing to take that
responsibility?

Mr.CLAREK. Ihavenot had the privi-
lege of direct communication with the
President. I am afraid my conversations
with his representatives must remain
privileged. I regret that I cannot answer
my good friend, the Senator from Wyo-

ming.

Mr. SIMPSON. Let me ask the Sen-
ator, does he realize that the President
was quite eager to accept the plaudits of
the country for having settled the strike
the other day—prematurely though it
was, such a statement was made—and I
was wondering whether the Senator from
Pennsylvania would suggest to the Presi-
dent that we adopt a resolution asking
for his reasons for not wanting to accept
the responsibility?

Mr. CLARK. Let me say to the Sen-
ator that—I want to be very careful in
what I say—Mr. President, may we have
order in the Chamber?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will please be in order.

Mr. CLAREK. Would the Senator
mind repeating his question. With the
noise in the Chamber I could not grasp
what the Senator was saying.

Mr. SIMPSON. Would the Senator
from Pennsylvania be willing to suggest
to the President that we adopt a resolu-
tion that would ask the President of the
United States to give us his reasons for
not wanting to accept this responsibility ?

Mr. CLARK. Let me say to my good
friend, the Senator from Wyoming, that
Secretary of Labor Wirtz advised us that
he came before the committee represent-
ing the administration which had de-
cided to have but one spokesman. We
thought perhaps we should have before
us in committee the Postmaster General,
the Secretary of Defense, and the Secre-
tary of Commerce; but the administra-
tion decided otherwise. They sent Secre-
tary Wirtz to represent the administra-
tion, and he was unwilling to make a
recommendation for legislation on behalf
of the administration. But he did make
it clear, as my good friend from Oregon
will attest—if he is in the Chamber, and
I see that he is not—quite clear that he
preferred the Morse resolution, which
would have Congress take the entire re-
sponsibility, to the committee resolution,
for which I have reluctantly been desig-
nated as floor manager.

Mr, SIMPSON. I thank the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

Mr, PASTORE and Mr. DOMINICK
addressed the Chair.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I have
promised to yield to the Senator from
Rhode Island, and then I shall be happy
to yield to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I do
quite agree with my colleague from
Pennsylvania that under the Constitu-
tion, the President is the chief adminis-
trative officer. The very character of
the admonition, if we can call it that, or
the mandate, or the discretionary power,
has the character of an administrative
function.

Mr. CLARK. Also executive—would
not the Senator agree?
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Mr. PASTORE. Well, executive, or
chief administrative officer. They mean
about the same. What I should like to
say, as a preface to my observations, is
that we must recognize the fact that the
President of the United States has
played a part in this controversy.

Mr. CLARK. He certainly has. If I
may interrupt the Senator from: Rhode
Island, I furgot to say in my statement
that one reason why the Labor and
Public Welfare Committee delayed in
reporting legislation to the floor is that
over the last weekend there was a real
possibility of the strike being settled.
The President did intervene. He called
representatives of the carriers and the
union together and helped work out a
settlement which all of us hoped would
terminate the controversy. Then when
the proposed settlement was submitted
to.the membership, which is required
by the constitution of the union, the
members of the union rejected@ the pro-
posed settlement by a vote of about 3 to
1. It was this agreement that the Presi-
dent had played a principal part in get-
ting the representatives of the union
and the carriers to agree to.

Mr., PASTORE. The reason why I
mention this is that I think we do a
great injustice if we were to leave the
impression this afternoon, not only on
the Members of the Senate, but the
country at large, that the President is
reluctant to assume his responsibility.
I am directing my remarks to the previ-
ous statement of the Senator from Wy-
oming [Mr. SmmprsoN], who was rather
caustic in his observation that the Presi-
dent was reluctant fo do his job as
President of the United States. Not so—
the President has acted within existing
law. He did call the parties to his Office
at the White House, which was beyond
the call of duty. The President did
make a suggestion—he did get action—
and there was a settlement insofar as
representatives of both labor and man-
agement were concerned.

Afterward, as has been stated, the
President was rebuffed by the body of the
machinists. They refused, by a vote of
3 to 1, to accept the recommendations.
So the President has been a party to this
controversy.

I can understand the sensitivity of his
exercising discretion at this particular
moment. Presidential action might be
considered not only unprecedented, but
even open to charge of vindictiveness.
We should never leave the President in
that position, be he a Republican or a
Democrat.

A fault I find is that the resolution is
again putting the dispute on the doorstep
of the President by the language in sec-
tion 3. The resolution says, “The Presi-
dent may.” Why does not the Senator
say, “The President is authorized”?
Then Congress becomes a party to the
legislation. Why not say, “The President
of the United Stales is authorized to do
s0™?

Mr. CLARK. Is the Senator address-
ing me or the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. PASTORE. I am addressing my-
self to the Members of the Senate. Iask
this question of the Senator from Penn-
sylvania. Why was not the language
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“The President is hereby authorized” not
considered?

Mr. CLARE. If the Senator from
Rhode Island wishes to propose that—— -

Mr. PASTORE. I do not know
whether I am going to vote for the reso-
lution. I am asking the question.

Mr. CLARK. I think one reason was
that we did not have the wisdom to sug-
gest that better language might be “The
President is authorized.”

Mr. PASTORE. Under the circum-
stances, the decision is put on the door-
step of the White House.

Mr. CLARK. Where it belongs.

Mr. PASTORE. We of the Senate are
dodging our responsibility. We should
authorize the President to do so.

Mr. CLARK. I think the Senator
from Rhode Island has, with his usual
good sense and eloquence, made a con-
structive suggestion.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Why should it not be
llsha]l’l?

Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, if I may
continue my colloquy with the Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. I think there is good
reason for my suggestion.

Mr. CLARK. I have no objection to
the word “authorized.”

If the Senator from Rhode Island de-
cides to offer a change which will include
the word “authorized,” I shall take it up
with the other members of the commit-
tee. However, I think there should be
discretion given to the President.

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator yield
for a statement?

Mr. CLARK. I am glad to yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Ithink the committee
has sharpened our insight into the dis-
pute. A majority, if not all of the com=~
mittee, has felt that Congress needs to
act.

Mr. CLARK. That is correct.

Mr. PASTORE. The only question
left to resolve was as to how to do it.
Shall Congress order it or shall the Presi-
dent do so?

Mr. CLARE. Or should the President
do it as authorized by Congress?

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct.

Mr. CLARK. That is the point. |

Mr. PASTORE. When the resolution
reads “may,” it leaves a great discretion
on the President of the United States, in
view of his participation. If this were
an entirely new matter, we possibly
might be said to be engaging in seman-
ties; but, under the circumstances, be-
cause the controversy has arisen and
because the President has assumed his
responsibility, does not the Senator think
the approach would be more direct if
we, the Congress, said, “The President is
authorized"?

Mr. CLARK. I have no objection.

Mr. PASTORE. Rather than say the
President “may” or “may not”?

In the resolution it is already stated, in
subsection (b) of section (1), that a seri-
ous situation exists. Then the resolution
continues to say that the President
“may"” do this. Why do we not either
say, “You aye authorized to do it,” or
“You shall do it”? Then we would be
standing up and meeting our responsi-
bility as we should.

Mr. CLARK. Let me say to my friend
from Rhode Island that I have no objec-
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tion to the suggestion he makes. If the
Senator will, now or later, get into legis-
lative form such amendment as he de-
sires, I shall be happy to confer with my
colleagues on the committee, and see
whether, in view of the strong feelings of
the Senator from Rhode Island, who has
great prestige in this body, they would
be prepared to accept his suggestion.

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. CLARE. Iyield.

Mr. PASTORE. Let me make this
suggestion. The Senator has the com-
mittee staff here. If members of the
committee are amenable to the sugges-
tion and think it would be better for
their purposes, why not let the staff do
the drafting rather than leaving the re-
sponsibility to me. Further I have a
committee commitment. I must be at a
markup of a bill at 2:30 pm. The La-
bor Committee staff is present. It has
been over this whole matter. If the sug-
gestion is satisfactory, the staff can do it
intelligently and promptly.

Mr. CLARK. I shall be happy to have
the staff prepare an amendment, take it
to the Senator from Rhode Island to see
if it meets with his approval, and confer
with my colleagues on the committee.
Perhaps then it can be offered and ac-
cepted.

Mr. PASTORE. I am sure Senators
would look at it more kindly——

Mr. CLARK. That is just what we
need.

Mr. PASTORE. If the resolution in-
cluded language to show that Congress
was willing to look earnestly at the situ-
ation and was willing to shoulder its
responsibility.

Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, I had
promised to yield to the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. Dominick]. I yield to
him now, and then I shall be glad to
yield to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. DOMINICE. I should like to ask
the Senator from Pennsylvania if it is
true that practically every procedure—
in fact, every procedure—which exists
in the law has been exercised, without
success, plus the action of the President
in bringing together the representatives,
at an unusual hour, either on Friday or
Saturday, in an attempt to settle the
dispute.

Mr. CLARK. With the exception of
the Senator’s reference to the hour, the
Senator is correct.

Mr. DOMINICK. What we have done
in committee by making our finding that
there has been a breakdown in essential
air transportation simply follows what
the President has previously done in ap-
pointing the Emergency Board——

Mr. CLARK. Twice.

Mr. DOMINICE. The Secretary of
Labor also said this was our business,
even though it was not yet an emergency.

Mr. CLARK. That is correct.

Mr, DOMINICK. I am sorry the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE]
is not present as I ask this question:
How can we, as Members of Congress,
based on this background, make a find-
ing such as we have in this dispute, but
not do anything about it except send it
down to the White House and leave the
final decision in the hands of the Presi-
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dent? To do so is not, in my judgment,
the act of a body.

Mr. CLARE. In my opinion, the Sen-
ator’s question assumes his answer. His
views are well known, and were ably pre-
sented to the committee. I think he has
not accurately stated the problem.

We are going to do something. As the
Senator has said, all legal authority has
expired; the President is powerless to do
anything unless he is given new authority
by Congress.

I propose, for my part, to give him that
new authority; but, having given it to
him, I do not favor directing him fo use
it. I think he has a right to exercise
his own judgment in the matter,

Mr. DOMINICK. Will the Senator
yield further?

Mr. CLARK. I am happy fo yield.

Mr. DOMINICE. It strikes me that
perhaps in this debate—and I ask the
Senator’s comment on this point—we are
overlooking something. The reason an
emergency board is established, the rea-
son we have these procedures in the law,
is to try to protect the general public
from getting caught in the middle of a
labor-management fight.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. DOMINICK. That is exactly
what has happened to the public in the
current situation. The public is caught
in the middle of just such a dispute.
And it seems to me that we, as repre-
sentatives of the people, should take our
own responsible action fo make sure that
the public can be relieved of this bur-
den. They are caught in the middle
without any involvement of their own.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator made
clear that point of view very eloquently
before the committee, as he is now mak-
ing it on the floor.

I am perhaps inhibited by the fact that
my discipline is the law. I was trained
in the law, and was brought up to believe
that within the concept of the Federal
Constitution, it is the duty of Congress
to legislate and of the President to exe-
cute and to administer., I think it is in
accordance with that strong constitu-
tional principle of the separation of pow-
ers that we should authorize and he
should act. It is the duty of the Presi-
dent to see to it that the laws are exe-
cuted. I think we should give him the
authority.

Mr. DOMINICEKE. May I say for the
record that I have always regretted that
I did not have the opportunity of de-
bating in a court of law with the Senator
from Pennsylvania, because I am trained
in the law myself.

Mr. CLARK. Iam surethatthe Sena-
tor, with his great eloquence, would have
had the advantage.

Mr. DOMINICEK. I cannot see for the
life of me why we should say that be-
cause the President has the executive au-
thority, there is something executive
about what we do if we seek to preserve
the status quo of the parties, as a court
of law would do, and then say to the Na-
tional Mediation Service, “Work out an
agreement of some kind.”

Mr. CLARK, I can only disagree
again, as I have for the last 5 days in
committee, with my friend from Colo-
rado, by making this one last point, I
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think the difference in our points of view
is pretty well sharpened now.

‘This is a gray area. There is nothing
very clear about it. I am sure some Sen-
ators will vote against taking any action
at all. These are reasonable men who
will vote against any action. I do not
happen to agree with them, but this is a
situation where one could make a good
case for not exercising the authority I
hope Congress will give the President, but
for allowing the collective bargaining
process to continue. The public is in-
convenienced, but there is not a national
emergency. Perhaps if I were sitting in
the White House, with all the pressures
and responsibilities of that job, I would
say, “No, instead of ordering them back
to work, I am going to call these fellows
back in again, and we will see if we can
work it out.”

There are many people in this coun-
try who believe that the right of collec-
tive bargaining is a very precious right,
and any congressional attempt to di-
minish that right is looked upon with
grave disfavor.

I believe that the President should
have the opportunity to weigh whether
he wants to take any action, or whether
he wants to send them back for 60, 90,
or 180 days. Those, in my judgment, are
Executive, and not legislative, functions
and responsibilities.

Mr. DOMINICK. Will the Senator
yield further?

Mr. CLARK. Yes, indeed.

Mr. DOMINICEKE. I think we are
faced here with a problem which en-
compasses more than just this one dis-
pute. What we are doing is taking ac-
tion in a case of a dispute which has not
been settled, and we say we are placing
the final settlement in the hands of the
President.

Mr. CLARK. Under congressional
authority.

Mr. DOMINICE. Under congressional
authority.

Mr. CLARE. As of today, he could
not do a thing.

Mr. DOMINICK. That is right. And
all that Congress is doing in the process
is to say, “We are going to extend the
cooling off period. We are not injecting
ourselves into the general collective bar-
gaining by determining the rights be-
tween the parties in any way whatso-
ever” We are saying, “We will extend
the cooling off period, and we hope they
will negotiate in the process.”

Mr. CLARK. And go back to work
during this time.

Mr. DOMINICK. And if we put
them back to work in the meantime—
and by “we” I mean the U.S. Senate—
then we have settled this from the point
of view of the public, and they can con-
tinue their negotiations under the Na-
tional Mediation Board, just as they
have been doing all along.

If we do not do this, sooner or later,
it seems to me, every dispute will end up
in the White House; and I eannot con-
ceive of a fate that would be worse for
any President, I do not care who he is.

Mr. CLAREK. Let me say to my good
friend from Colorado, I would rather
have it end up in the White House than
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in the Halls of Congress, where we have
100 Senators and 435 Representatives.

I yield now to the Senator from Ohio,
and then to the Senator from New York.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The purpose of my
questions will be to aequire information
dealing with the differences between the
language used in the Morse amendment
and that contained in the joint resolu-
tion now before the Senate.

Mr. CLARK. I wish that the Senator
from Oregon were present. I shall do
my best to represent fairly his point of
view. Perhaps some other of the mem-
bers of the committee—mostly the Re-
publicans—would be willing to pick me
up if they think I am not being fair.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Am I correct in my
understanding that the measure before
the Senate uses the permissive word
“may” in requesting or suggesting what
the President may do in pursuance of the
provisions of the joint resolution?

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. It does not order him,
anywhere in the resolution, to take spe-
cific action?

Mr. CLARK. It does not. Neither
does the Morse proposal.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Right. Ihave before
me the Morse amendment, and I there-
fore can speak about its language.

The Morse amendment says that the
President shall, at the earliest possible
date, appoint a special airline dispute
board.

Mr. CLAREK. Let me interrupt the
Senator from Ohio to say that that
action would come after Congress had
ordered the men back to work, and only
after Congress had taken the sole re-
sponsibility, without any intervention by
the President, to order the men back to
work.

Once Congress has ordered them back
to work, then Congress orders the Presi-
dent to appoint the board.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Where is the lan-
guage in the joint resolution where Con-
gress orders the men back to work?

Mr. CLARK. My staff tells me it is
section 2.

Mr. LAUSCHE. “Section 2: The pe-
riod of time provided for in section D of
the Railwa: Labor Act, paragraph 3"——

Mr. CLARK. May I interrupt my
friend from Ohio to say that I am afraid
he is reading from an obsolete version
of the Morse amendment? Here is a
copy of the current Morse proposal.

Mr. LAUSCHE. “The President shall
appoint a special airline dispute board”—
that is mandatory language.

Mr. CLARK, Yes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Section 2 provides:

For a period of 180 days effective immedi-
ately the provisions of section 10, paragraph
3, of the Rallway Labor Act shall apply and
no change, except by agreement, shall be
made by the parties.

Does the Railway Labor Act provide
for a mandatory return to work?

Mr. CLARK. No; it does not, and I
think it is important to get that clear.
There is nothing in the Railway Labor
Act which would authorize sending men
on strike back to work. All the Railway
Labor Act says is that if the President
finds a substantial interruption of inter-
state commerce, then he has the author-
ity to prevent a strike or lockout. But
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there is nothing in there about his send-
ing men back to work once there is a
strike.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Right. The language
that the Senator from Pennsylvania
specifically refers to is, I think:

During said period of time none of the
parties to the controversy, or affiliates of such
parties, shall engage in—

Mr. CLARK. Strikes or lockouts.
Mr. LAUSCHE (continuing) :

or continue any strike or lockout.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. That would mean that
the return to work of the men who are
now on strike would be under a manda-
tory order adopted by Congress.

Mr. CLARK. That is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The subsequent pro-
ceedings, after they had returned to
work, would be under the permissive lan-
guage suggested for the President.

Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, I am not
clear as to whether I understand my
friend, the Senator from Ohio, but let me
try to clarify it.

Under the Morse language, the Con-
gress would order the men back to work
and order the President to appoint the
board.

Under the pending committee resolu-
tion, Congress would authorize the Presi-
dent in his diseretion to send the men
back to work. It would further author-
ize him in his discretion to appoint the
board.

The commitee bill authorizes the Pres-
ident to order the men back to work and
also authorizes him to appoint the board.
He does not have to do either.
~ Under the Morse bill, Congress says to
the President: “We are in charge of this
show. Men, go back to work.”

Having made that determination, Con-
gress says: “Men, you are now back at
work. President, appoint the board.”

Mr. LAUSCHE. I understand, but if
we want to settle the dispute, if it does
affect the national interest, why should
we not use language in the bill that would
make mandatory the performance of
these deeds which seemingly are needed
to bring the dispute to an end? Why
should it be permissive? Inow return to
what the Senator from Rhode Island
said. The Senator from Pennsylvania
said that he would agree to substitute the
word “authorize” for “may.”

Mr, CLARE. But not “shall.”

Mr. LAUSCHE. Why not “shall”?

Mr, CLARK. I have tried to explain
that at considerable length. If the
Senator from Ohio wants me to try again,
I shall,

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is not neces-
sary. Is it because the Senate does not
want to order the President to do a thing,
or is it because he feels that the potato
should be put in the lap of the President?

Mr. CLARK. I do not know ahbout

potatoes.
Mr. LAUSCHE. It is a hot one.
Mr. CLARE. It certainly is.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Should we not both
be willing to assume the responsibility?

Mr. CLAREK. I think not—in those
terms.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I cannot agree. I
think it is an abdication of responsibility
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when the President says we both should
not assume the responsibility, that it
should lie only in the office of the Presi-
dent. I think it is not fair. I think it
is not just, and I do not subscribe to it.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is entitled
to his interpretation.

Mr, LAUSCHE. The Senator from
Pennsylvania made the point that I
wanted to make. He said, in effect, we
should put the hot potato in the lap of
the President. I do not think that is
right.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is entitled
to his interpretation.

I yield to the Senator from New York.

Mr., KENNEDY of New York. Per-
haps that is the conclusion that a ma-
jority of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare reached.

Mr, CLARK. Does the Senator refer
to what the Senator from Ohio said?

Mr. LAUSCHE. Ididnotsay it. The
Senator from Pennsylvania said it.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. If this
were merely an effort by the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare to place
this problem completely in the lap of
the President of the United States, I do
not think that we would be debating any
legislation today.

Mr. CLARK. I think the Senator is
correct.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Is it
not correct that the majority of the com-
mittee recommended that some legisla-
tion be passed by Congress?

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. KEENNEDY of New York. And is
it not correct also that we are therefore
willing to take our share of the responsi-
bility and make some findings and take
some action in an effort to deal with the
strike?

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Is it
not also correct at the present time that
the Secretary of Labor came before the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
and said that there is not a national
emergency existing in the United States?

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York., And
has the Secretary of Labor not also been
asked, in view of the present circum-
stances and the effect that the strike is
having on the United States, whether
he felt that legislation was important at
this time?

Mr. CLARK. He was, and specifically
by the Senator from New York.

Mr, KENNEDY of New York. He was
also asked by a number of other Sena-
tors. Did not the Secretary of Labor
say that he could not give Congress any
advice as to whether any legislation was
needed at the present time?

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.
I think we should have a little emphasis
on the words “could not,” because I have
the feeling that he would like to do so
but did not have authority.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. The
Secretary of Labor was the sole witness
on that day.

Mr.CLARK. He was, and he said that
he represented the entire administration.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. All
members of the committee recognized
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that the enactment of legislation would
be a very major step for Congress to take.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. We also
recognized that this has not been done
before in circumstances of this kind.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. The last
time that men had been sent back to
work in this manner was in 1917 in a
period of extreme crisis for the United
States.

Mr. CLARK. My understanding is
that it was after the outbreak of World
War I.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. I un-
derstand that it was in 1917, but at any
rate the members of the administration
at that time recognized that this was a
most unusual step to take, required by
the exigencies of a particular and most
severe crisis.

Mr. CLARE. The Senator is correct.

Mr, KENNEDY of New York. We also
recognize that in October and November
of this year we may have some major
strikes, if collective bargaining does not
go well in certain industries where labor
contracts are due to expire.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. We
could have labor disputes during October
and November in the field of communica-
tions, and next year in the automobile
and rubber industries. These are very
important industries in the United
States.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct
concerning the seriousness of the situa-
tion. They are serious enough, but I am
optimistic and hope they will not erupt
into strikes.

Mr. KEENNEDY of New York. My
point is that we should be aware that our
taking this action might very well be
taken by some as a precedent to urge us
to take similar action later on. This is
only one of the reasons why the taking
of this action should be very seriously
considered by Congress.

Mr. CLARE. The Senator is correct
in his latter point. However, let me call
attention to the committee report which
makes it clear that the committee does
not intend the resolution before the Sen-
ate to indicate any precedent with re-
spect to future labor disputes.

Mr. EENNEDY of New York. The
Senator referred to the fact that the lan-
guage at the very beginning of this legis-
lation states: “threatens substantially to
interrupt interstate commerce to a de-
gree such as to deprive any section of
the country of essential transportation
services.”

Mr. CLARK. I wish that the drafts-
men of the act had written simpler
English. We did use, for technical pur-
poses, the exact language of the Railway
Labor Act. The Senator is correct. I
interpret these words as meaning that
interstate commerce has been seriously
interrupted by the strike and that certain
sections of the country are now suffering
from a loss of essential transportation
services. I think that is what it means,
and I assume that is what the Senator
thinks it means.

Mr. EENNEDY of New York. Let me
differentiate that language from the
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question of whether there is a national
emergency in the United States.

I think it is important that the Sen-
ate understand that there is a clear dif-
ferentiation between the use of that lan-
guage and the existence of a national
emergency.

Mr. CLAREK. I think that means—and
the Senator from New York will tell me
if I do not correctly represent his views—
that the Taft-Hartley Act standard—a
situation threatening the national health
and safety, and therefore becoming a na-
tional emergency—is a more stringent
standard than that of the Railway Labor
Act.

Mr. EENNEDY of New York. Isit not
correct to say that it was on that basis
after the Secretary of Labor had testi-
fied before our committee last week, stat-
ing that there was not such a national
emergency and that such an emergency
could not be established, that the com-
mittee moved in the direction of relying
on the Railway Labor Act instead of the
Taft-Hartley Act standard?

Mr. CLARK. It is correct. I believe
that the committee, in moving that way,
was largely motivated by the original
draft of Senate Joint Resolution 181, in-
troduced by the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsel, which was based on the
language of the Taft-Hartley Act.

After the Senator from Oregon had
conferences with the White House and
the Department of Labor, he became con-
vinced that the administration was not
prepared to testify that those standards
had been met, he turned to the less strin-
gent standards.

But we should also remember that the
airline industry is not now and never
has been under the Taft-Hartley Act,
but is under the Railway Labor Act.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. My point
is that there is a difference in the lan-
guage, and that when we find that the
Railway Labor Act test has been met,
we have not made a particularly sig-
nificant finding. The fact is that the
Railway Labor Act test, which appears
in section 10 of that law, has been re-
sorted to, as the basis for appointment of
a Presidential Emergency Board, some
167 times over the period of the last 30
years.

Mr. CLARK. Some of these 167 oc-
casions were not of earth-shaking sig-
nificance. The Emergency Board of
which the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel was the Chairman was Emer-
gency Board No. 166 and the Board in
the American Airlines case is No. 167.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. The
point I wish to make is that the language
of section 10 is language of art. The fact
that the standard of section 10 is met
does not necessarily support extraordi-
nary congressional intervention. Thus,
section 10 was invoked when the Rutland
Railroad had some labor difficulty; it was
used in the case of the Union Railway
Co. of Memphis; it was used in the case
of the Chicago, North Shore & Mil-
waukee Railroad; it was used in the case
of the Steelton & Highspire Rallroad
Co.; it was used in the case of the Long
Island Rail Road; it was used in the
case of the Central of Georgia Railway;
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it was used in the case of the Erie Rail-
road Co.; it was used in the case of the
Alton Railroad; and in cases involving
other individual carriers where the mat-
ter was clearly only of local significance,
and then not of a paralyzing nature.
It has been used, as the Senator from
Pennsylvania said, some 167 times.

Mr. CLARK. I am sure the Senafor
from New York is correct.

Mr. EENNEDY of New York. But the
situation confronting us is quite differ-
ent, The other cases involved strikes,
to be sure, and they perhaps had an im-
portant effect in particular communi-
ties.

But the same language is now used
to a much different end in the proposed
legislation. This extraordinary legisla-
tion will be far reaching and precedent
making. Yet it comes on the basis of
the administration not finding that a
national emergency exists; not finding
that the present strike affects the na-
tional defense or the movement of de-
fense materiel; and also comes on top of
the fact that the administration is not
prepared to recommend that Congress
pass any legislation.

Would I be correct in thus summariz-
ing the facts?

Mr. CLARE. Yes. I believe the Sena-
tor is correct. And I should like to add
that it is for that reason that I wish to
go slowly. I do not believe we should
take the drastic action suggested by the
Senator from Oregon.

I believe there is a real question here
as to whether or not there ought to be
any legislation. I am prepared to vote
to extend the present authority to per-
mit an order sending the men back to
work. If I were President, I am not sure
that I would send them back to work.
But I am prepared to go this far, as far
as the committee bill goes, but no fur-
ther.

Mr. KEENNEDY of New York. The
resolution does not say that we are pass-
ing the buck, but that Congress will go
on record and vote for legislation which
is far reaching. So that the President,
at his diseretion, when he believes that
the national interest dictates it, can put
these workers back to work. Is that not
what the resolution would do?

Mr. CLAREK. The Senator has made a
very statesmanlike summary. I agree
with him thoroughly. Some Senators
like to use the words “pass the buck,”
“determine on whose doorstep the hot
potato shall be laid.” I am prepared, if
they wish, to meet them on their own
ground. But I vastly prefer the states-
manlike way the Senator from New York
has put it.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. I ask
unanimous consent to place in the
REecorp the Emergency Board index list-
ing the 167 cases in which section 10 of
the Railway Labor Act has been invoked.
I believe the Senate will be interested in
the extreme variations in significance
among these cases.

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator
from New York for that purpose.

There being no objection, the index
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:




Emergency board index
No. Oarrier Organization Date of order Members Date of report NMB case No.
1 | Western Pacific RR, Co.; Sacramento Northern Ry.; Tidewater | BLE, BLF & E, ORC, BRT........ May 21, 1936. cccncmcinras GJStanle h m‘ﬂ%i cha!rmm. Will | June 15, 1986, <o oeveeeeeeee -&130 !Lll%l
2 | Chicago Grest Western RR. Co BLE, BLF & E, ORT, BRT, SUNA.| Feb. 8, 1037, .- ccveeenennn Jolin P; lievaneé chm.{mffi Walter | Mar. 7, 1087 coccoacmmmen- ; !
e NIG arry
3 Eontham?seinc Co. (Pacific Lines); Northwestern Pacific RR. | BLE, BLF & E, ORC, BRT....__. Apr. 14,1087 . coooncanaas Gﬁ; At;rlf?\}{ X frman; Charles Kerr, | May 6, 1987 - -oeoeereene A-336, M-140.
ex eem'
4 Pennxylvanja, Long Island; Baltimore & Ohio; Reading; Central | BRC, ILA oo oo..| Apr. 26, 1087, o ocoouooooe F. M. Swacker, chairman; W. H. | May 26, 1987, .. ccecucu---| A-360.
RR. of New Jersey: Lehigh Valley: New York Central; New Da\ris, I. L. Sharfman,
York, New Haven & Hartford; Delaware, Lackawanna &
Western; and Erie RR,
5 acific Electric Ry. Co BRT = ANg. 30, 1987 oo iauiisaai i 1 % Sbar?ngn lghlsgm.m Dexter M. | Nov. 28, 1087 .c-coocncaan- A-411,
SEZEer, Jonn vane
6 | Atehison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. and other class I railroads..... 18 mg‘erating labor organizations and | Sept. 27, 1938 . oo Walter P. Btacy, Chaimmn James | Oct. 20,1938 .________ A-529, A-530.
BRT. M. Landis, Hamr A, Millis,
7 | Railway Express Agency, Inc BRC. July 10, 19040. ... ocoooooo John % Devsﬁuy. Oimrma& Dexter | Ang. 2, 1040. .o ocoococones A-801.
SOPeT, Darry
8 | The Rutland RR. Co 15 organizations_ .. ___.__.__.__ Feb, 14, 104) . ool I éhsmm%]mcmum ‘Walter C. | Mar. 10,1041 _______.___.. A-5TT.
hane way
9 | The Duluth, Missaabe & Iron Range Ry. Co. et al BRC May9,1941. o ociane- Q. Btanle h Arnold, Chairman; Wil- | June 6, 1841. ... .........| A-867,
Hs H happat Arthur E. Whit-
10 | The Atlants, Birmingham & Coast RR, COrmenrercemacncecncann- BLF.&E, BRT.....cccnannvnninnis May 16, 1041, o ooooeaoo Gebgrge_m;w Stockin&, g}hﬁim:?, Hus- |..--. 1 e R A e A-8086.
n Thom| awkins,
11 | Certain common carriers by rail 5 transportation brotherhoods, 14 co- | Bept. 10, 1941 . cveecnn WAYNE L. MogsE, chairman; Thomas | Nov. 5, 1941, . oo cucmrncena- A-1000, A-1001.
operating organizations. Reed Powell, James O. Bonbrlght,
Joseph H. Wi]lits, Huston Thom ‘ﬁsnn
12 | Raflway Express Agency BT... NOV T 30 e m s mna s Royal A. Btone, chairman; W Nov.17,1041..............| A-107L;
i[ﬂdrg‘sehappai Matthew Page
WS
13 | Union Ry. Co. (Memphis, Tenn.).. BLE R BR T iRl e h s Bept. 20,1944 _..........| Frank M. Swacker, chairman; Wal- | Bept. 20, 1044 ... .....
ter O. (,la_phﬂne, JohnA Lap&
14 | Chicago, North Shore & Milwankee RR. Co.etal .. cooeeeeo. BLE &R, BRT. - ociiiiigunn Bept. 10, 1044 H. B. . l\}]m'r st H. | Oct. 4, 1064 . oconeenaie
Ernes
15 | Bingham & Garfield Ry BLF & E Nov.14, 1944 .. ocoaoaaat Rlcﬁmd l\ﬁitcheg %:mcmm, Wal- | Nov. 25 1944____.__.......
lephane rane
16 | Bteelton & Highspire RR. Co BLE &R, BRT. i Pee Y It I L Bfl]arr&nméﬂ?;:mm Leif Erick- | Dec. 30, 1044 . . oo
son T
17 | Beaboard Air Line Ry. Co BLF &E,BLE . _....______ ... .. Dec. 15, 1044 . .. Huston Thompson, chairman; David | Jan. 17, 1045....cocccinannas
J. Lewis, William H. 'l‘schappat
18 | The Eentucky & Indiana Terminal BED: dniiiaibvins st i oot Feb. 6, 1045, v nrersnncas Ernest M. Tipton, Chairman: H. 8. | Feb. 20, 1945 .o coornnn
Hawkins, Arthur E. Whittemore.
19 | The Central of Georgla Co. BRT Feb. 8, 1045_ H. Nathan Swain, Chairman; Ridgely | Feb. 24, 1045___ H
P. Melvin, Russell Wolfe.
20 | Des Moines and Central Iowa BLE, BRT ML T AME. ey HWN{(t!mn Sggg, Ch:ii.rsmm. John | Mar. 28, 1945 .. e
. Yeager, v o
21 | The Denver & Rio Grande Western Co. BLE,BLF & E,ORC,SUNA,BRT.| Mar. 8, 1845 ..o oooeoo Leﬁf Fril:ksﬁ;]' Ch.q“j'nflfan; Ridgely P. | Mar. 29, 1045, . v eenn
eV u.';sall olle.
22 | Missouri Pacific Co. D S e H. Nathsn Swaln, Chairman; Leif | May 5, 1945 _....._.......|
rickson, Robert W. Woolley.
23 | Colorado & Wyoming Co BLE & E, BRT.. . ccennrenemmmmnnne H. haathan 'Swain, Chairman; Eidsely JUD® 7, 108B, . oo piipanpns
P. Melvin, E ene L. Pud Irg.
24 | River Terminal Ry. Co BLE, BRT Richard _F. itchell, Chairmnn. June 13, 1M45. - cvrrrrmnna-]
#oger I. MeDonough, Robert
oolle
25 | The Illinois Central RR. Co BLF & E. - H‘Iﬁ:loils gonz (;1 ghtmlrman 1 Grady | July 24, 1045 ccoeorins.
wis, Cur
26 | Georgia & Florida RR, BLE, BLF & E, ORC of America, James P, Hughes, Chalm:an, Russell | July 7, 1945... o)
BRT. Wolfe, Eugene L. P
27 | The Erie RR. Co. BRT. Leif Erickson Chairman 1dgs1y P. | Toly 18, 146, .. ool
Melvin, Robert G. Simmons.
28 | Chicago, North Shore & Milwaukee RR. Co. et 8o neacacee. BLF & E, BRT. July 10, 1045, Roger 1. McDonough, Chairman; July 31, 1045, _..oocaos
John W. Yeager, Robert W. Woolley.
29 | Railway Express Agency, Ine. IBT.. Oct. 10, 1045 - .o oo} H.LN?’:IB&;ES%HLB. C_hlgirmnn: Eugene | Oct, 31, 1945 . . ...
. rg, Henri Burque,
30 | Texas & New Orleans RR. Co. and Hospital Association of the | 13 rallway labor organizations._____... Dec. 4, 1045 - - ccceaaaeuaea| Richard F. Mitchell, Chairman; Er-| Jan. 5, 1046, ooooocrannes
Southern Pacific Lines in Texas and Lou nest M. Tipton, John W. Yeager.
31 | Bt, Louis-Ban Francisco Ry. Co. and Bt. Louis, S8an Francisco& | BRT.... Ton, 5, Y0 o i Robert G. BSimmons, Chairman; | Jan, 24, 1046 ccocceeaeae
Texas Ry. Co. %enrl dAh:L Burque, Luther W.
0 A
32 | Texas & New Orleans RR. Co. BLE, BRT Mar. 2, 1940 . .o covaniaan H. Nathan S8wain, Chairman: Eu- | Mar, 30, 1046 (ertendad
gene L. Padberg, Grady Lewis. 946),
33 | The Alton RR. and other carriers. BLE, BRT Mar, B, 1946 . Leif Erickson, Cﬁmrmm, Frank M.
Swacker, Gordon 8. Watkins,
34 | The Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Ry, Co.... BRT.... Apr. 10, 1046. . Henrih Agggx a. I. MeDon-
ong! ¥ hairman.
35 | Railway Express Agency, Inc. BRC, IAM, International Brother- | Apr. 24, 1046 (E.O. 9716)..| Robert W. Woolley, (’.‘-hairman, {4 7K
lﬁoc;d Blacksmiths, Drop Forgers & Sharfman, Leverett Edwards.
elpers.
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36 | Transcontinental & Western Air, Inc., and other carriers......... | ALPA, Intl

87 | Hudson & Manhattan RR| 00.-- - —--eecocmeeorenccammceccmeaann BLE, BRT

38 | Northwest Airlines, Ing. IAM

89 | Denver & Rio Grande Western RR. Co BRT..

40 | The Pullman Co ORC..

41 | The Long Island RR. Co.. Railrond Workers Industrial Union
Division 50, United Mine Workers
of America.

42 | Utah Idaho Central RR. Carp IAM

43 | The Atlanta & St. Andrews Bay Ry. Co. and other carriers...... 15 tclaooperatl.nx railway labor organiza-

ons.

44 | The Barre & Chelsea RR. Co. and the 8t, Johnsbury & Lake | BLE, BLF & E, BRT . . oeoicane.-

Champlain RR. Co.
45 | Ann Ar RR. Co; Grand Trunk Weetem Railroad Co.; Pere | National Maritime Union (CI0)......
Marquette Ry. Co.; Wabash R
46 | Bingham & Garfield ﬁy Co - BLF&E ORCofA . oceeeaeee
47 | Bouthern Pacific Co. (Pacific Lines); Northwestern Pacific RR. | BLE
Co.; 8an Diego & Arizona Eastern Ry. Co.

48 1 Railroad Association of 8t. '-’mlﬁ BRC. '

49 | River Terminal Ry. Co_.. -| BRT

50 | Railway Express Agency, Inc. TR

51 | Atlants & West Point Co.; the Western of Alab d BLE

52 | Railway Express Agency, Inc TR b i i P

5 | Georgla. BLF&E

B4 | Alabama, Tennessee, and Northern Co. and other carriers.._.... 17 t?oopemtmg railway labor organiza-

55| Chicago, North Shore & Milwaukee IU of AA of BE Railway & Motor

I Coach Employees of America.

56 | Akron & Barberton Belt Co. .. BRT...

57 | Akron, Canton & Youngstown Co. and other carriers...........- BLE, BLF & E, BUNA. ....ccccaaea-

58 | Terminal Rallroad Association of 8t. Louis BLE,BLF & E, BRT . eeeeeean

5 | Rallway Express Agency, Inc IBT

80 | Aliguippa & Southern RR. Co. BRT.

61 | Pennsylvania RR BLF & E

62 | National Airlines, Inc ALPA International, TAM .. e

63 | Grand Trunk Western RR, Co.; Chesa & Ohio Ry. Co.; | National Maritime Union of America..|

‘Wabash RR. Co,; and the Ann Arbor RR. Co.

64 | Pittsburgh & West Virginia Ry. Co. BRT.

65 | Public Belt RR, Commission of the City of New Orleans. .- ... BLE SR BT . e e i

86 | Akron & Barberton Belt RR. Co., et al 16 eooperating rallway labor organiza-
tions (nonoperating).

67 | Northwest Airlines, Inc IAM

68 | The Akron, Canton & Youngstown RR. Co. and other carriers..| TAM. ... acce s cmmmme s

Denver & Rio Grande Western RR. Co...—.... BUMNAN crooche, (RENmA Lo e

70 t,arl by Eastern, Western & Southeastern car- | BLF & E

riers C ece Committee,

See footnotes at end of table,

May T, IMB. .o George E. Bushnell, chajrman,
i'i;lniam M. Leiserson, John A.

May 20, 1046 (E.O, 9731).. J’ohnpi. Fiteh, ehatrmnn Arthur E.
W tnmtm:.!iu olfe.

July 8, 1946. . ... ... H. Bwacker, chni.rmm, Lewis
umgg ‘John A. Lapp

July 10, 146 - e oo Yee er, chajrmm Rogar 1

, Floyd McG:

July 27, 146 .- .o I. L. Bharfman, chairman, Robert G.
Simmons, Walton H, Hamilton

Bept. 5, 1946 (E.O. 9770)...| Frank M. Bwacker, hm:mm H.
Nathan Swain, Leverett Edwards,

Sopt. 23, 1046 ...covmerrmana Richard F. Mitehell, ehalrman
Norris C. Bakke, Otto

Oot. 20,1046 oo oranan James H, Wolfe chairmnn bert
E. Stone, Floyd McGown.

Nov, 8, 1048, .. ....coiciunn James H. Wolfe, ehairman; Robert
E. Stone, Floyd McGown,

Mar, 28, 147 . conaromes an.l: M. 8 , chairman: Harry

H. Schwartz, Hugh B. Fouke,
May 16, 1947. ccevecicannn H. Nat an Bwain, chairman; George
E. Bushnell, Joseph L. Miller.

July 18, 1047 (E.O. 9172)... Gmdy Lewis, chairman; Leverett
Edwsrds, Paul A, Dodd.

Aug. 6 I chairman; Eugene L.
Psdbe]&g Andrew Jackson.

Aug, 1, 1947 (E.O. 9880)... Swacker, chairman; Hugh

Sept. 15, 1947 (E.O, 0891)..
Oct. 16, 1047 (E.O. 9809) . .
Oct. 21, 1047 (E.O. 9900). .

Dec. 16, 1047 (E.O. 9910) . .
Dec. 31, 1047 (E.O. 9018) .
Jan. 13, 1048 (E.O, 9022)__.

Jan. 18, 1948 (E.O. 0923)...
Jan, 27, 1948 (E.O, 9929)_..

Mar. 18, 1948 (E.O, 9936)_.
Mar. 25, 148 (E.O, 9040)...
Apr. 10, 1948 (E.O, 9948)__
Apr, 10, 1948 (E.O, 9947) __
May 15, 1048 (su

o B { persed.iag

1948 (E 9958—9966
June 23, 1948 (E.O, 8971)..
Aug. 26, 1048 (E.O. 9901)._.
Sept. 8, 1948 (E.O, 9990)_...
Oet. 18, 1948 (amend-

ment to procedure,

Nov. 5, 1048),
Jan. 19, 1940 (E.O. 10029)..
Jan. 28, 1040 (E.O. 10032)..
Feb. 14, 1040 (E.O. 10037).

Feb. 15,1040 ...._..._....

B. Fouke, Sidney 8t. F. Thaxter,
Leverett Edwards. chairman;
Nathan Swain, Norman J. Ware,
Ernest M. Tipton, chairman; Harry
H. Schwnrts, Ioh.n'!‘ McCann,
Arthur 8, Meyer, chairman; Frank
M. Swacker, Aaron Horvitz.

Flo; MuGown cl%‘mrmn';m{;kn i
Grady Iawis %ugh B. Fouke, An-

Harry H Schwn.nz, chairman; Rus-
sell Wolfe, Robert E. Stone.

Robert W. Woolley, chairman; Huston
Thompson, Wi ter Gellhorn
William M.

Leiserson, chairman;
Gearge E. Bushnell, William Wil
Frank M Swacker,  chairman;

Gieor, ChembemE ‘;’o&ﬁ: o
man ol \

Robert G. Simmons, chairman;

f&ph L. Miller, Thomas F, Gal-
er,

John W. Yeager, chairman; John T,

MeCann, Thomas J. Reynolds.

Harry H. échwart:, chalrman. Floyd
McGown, A. Langley
William M. Leiserson, chairman;

George A. Cook, David L. Cole,

Harry H. Schwartz, chairman; Aaron
Horvitz, Robert 0. Boyd.

George W. Taylor, Chairman; Grady
Lewis, E. Os borne.
Frank fi.wmgwncker Ch

alrman;

Leverett Edwards, Adolph E.

Gweﬂ%i' Taylor, Chairman; Grad,

B0rge ylor, v
Lewis, George E, Oshorne.

July B, 1046 (extension of
time to July 7, 1946).

June 20, 1048. . oo oo aee e

Aug. 7, 146 (extended 10
r.lays to Aug, 12, 1946).
Augnn 1946 (m-ﬂun of

e made between the
parties).
Ang, 23, 1046

Oct. 11, 1046 (extention of
time to Oct. 21, 1946).

Oct. 11, 1046,

Dec. 4, 1046 (extension of
time granted to Dec. 24,

1946),
Dec. 4, 1946 (extended to
. 24, 1946).
Apr, 21 1047

July 16, 1947 (extension of
time to July 16, 1947).
July 30, 1947
Aug. 19, 1047. ..
Aug. 20, 1947. ...
Lo 45 b 5 [ A —
Nov. 1, 187 e ecioawin

Jan. 15, 1048 (extension to
Dec. 21, 104

l?eb 14, 1948 (10-day ex-
nsion of time to Feb.
23 1048),

Jan, 20, 1048. ...

Mar, 27, 1048 (30-day ex-
tension to Mar. 2:}: 1948).

May 17, 1948 (30-day ex-
tension to June 9, 1948),
June 9, 1481 (

Sept. 18, 148 oo
Sept. 13, ms (B’u&ple—
Sept m}

Dec, 17, 1048 (30 day ex-
tension to Dec. 17,

1948},

Mar, 10, 1049 day ex-
tension to Mar, 21,
m;

Apr. 1040 (45 day ex-

tension to . 13, 1949
Mar. 5, MAD &

Sept. 19, 140 (extension
of time to Aug. 15, 1wt);
time to

-| A-2542,

t. 19, 1649).

A-2210, A-2231,
A-2241, through
22-51.

A-2350,

9961 ‘@ 1snbny

A-2276,

A-2455, A-

A-2457, Asplss.

A-2584,
A-2661
A-2084,

A-2518.

A-2008.

A-2685,
A=2705.

A-2685,
A-2119.
A-2791,
A-2707.
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A-2801, A-2802

A-2808, A-2804,

A-2953.
A-2913,

A-2920.

A-3045.
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Emergency board index—Continued

George Chemey, Andrew Jackson.

No. Carrler Organization Date of order Members Date of report NMB case No.
71 | Wabash RR. Co. and the Ann Arbor RR. Co. ... BLE,BLF & E, ORC,BRT......... Mar. 15, 1940 (E.O. 10045).| Roger I. McDonough, Chairman; | Aprl 6, 1040 . ... ........| A-3028;
Jnhn w. Yaag:r, Curtis G. Shake.
72 | Southern Pacific Co. (Pacific Lines) BLF&E Mar. 30, 1049 (E.O. 10048). ax'rgB hwartz, Chairman; | Apr, 20,1040 ____________ A-3016;
A rt O. Boyd Daniel T, Valdez,
73 | Railway Express Agency, Inc. BROC. s Apr. 9, 1940 (E.O. 10050)..| David L. Cole, Chairman- Leverett | May 6, 1049, ..c.cc.au.-.| A~3006;
Edwards, Aaron Horvitz.,
74 | Aliquippa & Southern RR. Co.. BRT. Apr. 15, 1949 (E.O, 10051) .| Andrew Jncksnn, Chairman; Leif | May 18, 1940 (30-day ex- | A-3075;
Erickson, Elmer T, Bell. tension coJuns 15, 1949)
75 | Union RR. Co. (Pittsburgh). BRT. May 12, 1048 (E.O. 10056) | Andrew Jackson, Chairman; Leif | July 29, ¥y ex- | A-3083,
Erickson, Elmer T. Bell. tension to ngﬂll, 1949)
(Additional
sion to Aug. 10, mm a}’c
lack fund u%
76 | Missouri Pacific RR, Co. BLE, BLF & E, ORC, BRT......... July 8, 140 ... ..........| Curtis G. S8hake, Chairman; Floyd | Aug. 2, 1040 .. _.coooee A-3157,
MeGown, Roger I, McDonouy
77 | Bouthern Pacifio Co. (Pacific Lines). . BRT July 20, 1949 (E.O. 10071).| Frank M. Bwacker, Chairman; Sept. 1, 1049 (30-day ex- | A-8085, A-3086.
G. Simmons, Leverett Edwards. tension to Sept, 18, 1640).
78 | The Monongahela C tlng RR. Co. BRT Sept. 9, 1948 (E.O. 10078) - | Harry H. Schwartz, Chairman; Fran- | Oct. 7, 1049 . . ... A-3220
cis J. Robertson, Andrew Jackson.,
79 | The Denver & Rio Grande Western Co._._... BRT... --| Feb, 4, 1950 (E.O. 10105).. Rg:ertlg RSlrg:r:ons, Robert O. Boyd, | Feb. 28, 1950. ... S --| A-3065.
arol . Korey.
80 | Texas & Pacificand its subsidiaries including Fort Worth Belt Co. | BLE, BLF & E, ORC & BRT.__.._. Feb. 10, 1050 (E.O. 10100} .| Frank M. Bwacker, Chairman; Pauol | Mar. 9, 1050_______._.__.... A-8137, A-3281:
?nd the Texas Pacific-Missouri Paeific Terminal of New Or- G, Jasper, Thomas F, Gallaghsr
eans.
81 | Carriers represented by the Eastern, Western, & Southeastern | ORC, BRT. Feb, 24, 1960 - oo coo o Rﬁ'e MecDonough, Chalrman; | June 15, 1950 (66-day ex- | A-3200.
Carriers Conference Committee, art J. O’Mnlisy. ordon 8. Wat- tension to June 1, 1950)
kins. (also handled conenr-
rently with E.B."s No.
83 and 84) (1 exten-
sion to June 15, 1950 due
to lengthy hearings and
also so that it be sub-
mitted simultaneounsly
with E.B, No. 84).
82 | Terminal RR. of 8t. Louls BLEand BLF & B . oocooaanas Mar. 3, 1850 (E.O. 10114)._| Joseph L. Miller, Chairman; A. | Apr.1, 1950._ cmnane-| A-3343.
pLangley Coffe , Walter V, Gellhorn.
88 | Carriers represented by Western Carrlers Conference Committee | SUNA Mar, 20, 1950 (E.0. 10117) . ﬁn Me onough Chairman; | Apr, 18, 1950 .| A-3332.
e O’Malley, Gordon 8,
n.s.
Carriers represented by the Eastern, Western, Southeastern | RYA .. Y ke L AN LT (B ) 7 o 1l SRS T T s 1 8 O June 15, 1950 (30-day ex- A-3330.
Carriers Conference Committee. tension to June 11,
1950); (4-day extension
to June 15, 1950).
85 | Chieago & Illinois Midland Ry. Co. -<-| BRT.. Apr. 26, 1950 (E.O. 10125) . Atﬁdrgwh Jackaosl. (‘hnirmem. I{a.rry May 19, 1950. oo ioemeeaae A-3381
chwartz, , 05e
Boston & Albany RR. Co.. . BRT.. June 6, 1950 (E.O. 10130)_.| Andrew gn 1 Paul G. | July 6, 1960 ceeemnmocena.| A-3302.
Jasper, (.-em'gaw Stoekin|
87 | Toledo Lakefront Dock Co...__. LA Local 158 AFL. July 8, 1950 (E.O. 10138 cﬁalmm Aug. 11, 1950 (30 day ex- | A-3380.
8&33{ Toledo, Lorain & Fairport Dock Co__ mrmmmneensexeanesesl) - and 10189), ﬁ:;eph L. Miller, Dud.ley E. Whit- ‘tension to Sept. 1, 1950),
89 | The Pullman Co R e i e o July 6, 1050 (E.O. 10140)...| Ernest M. Tipton, chatrmm, I. L. | Nov.3, 1950 (30 day exten- | A-3300.
Bharfman, Angus Munro. tion to Sept. 4, 1950)
(30 day additional ex-
tension to Oct. 4, 1950)
(SIié]ays added to Nov.
,
90 | Braniff Afrways, Inc.. .. .cueeeeen : BRC July 12, 1950 (E.O. 10141)...| Willlam M, Leiserson, chairman, A. | Aug. 31, 1950 (20 day ex- | A-3140,
ng] J Cuﬂasr, Daniel T. Valdes. tension to Sent‘ 1\3‘&0}
91 | New York Central RR. Co. lines east of Buffalo.......-------...| BLE, BLF & E, ORC, BRT._.._.___ Aug. 4, 1930 (E.O. 10147)__| Fi ker, chairman, Paul | Sept, 13, 1950 ay ex- | A-3419,
G. .Tasper “ayna uinlan.+ tension to Oct 4, 1950).
92 | Atlantic & East Carolina Ry. Co. and other carrfers. ...ooececno- 16 cooperating nonoperating labor | Aug. 11, 1950 (E.O. 10150)..| Thomas ¥. Callagher, chairman, | Sept. 9, 1950 —oooonoo A-3444,
arganizations. George W. Stocking, Walter Gell-
93 | Raflway Express Agency, Inc IBT. Oct. 3, 1950 (B.0. 10165).. f’i’ Lewis. chairman: William J. | Nov. 2, 1960 ..._._.__.._| A-3526.
he ey, O.M.L,* Joseph L. Miller.
94 | American Airlines, Inc ALPA. Jan, 13, 1051 (E.0.10203)_..| David L. Cole, chairman; Frank P. | May 25, 1051 (30-day A-3255.
Douslass,‘ Aaron Horvitz, tension to Mar. 14, 1951).
(30-da ext.ension{:o
13, 1951); (30-day exten-
sion to May 13, 1951);
(16-day to May
The Denver & Rio Grande Western RR. Co., including Denver & | BLE Bept. 6, 1951 (E.O. 10285)..| Frank P. Douglass, Frank M. Swack- Befi. 19, 1051-.......--...- A-3563.
%alé Ifglk;ﬁ )BR Co, (under Bupervision of Secretary of Army, er, Robert (. Simmons,
The Pullman Co, ORC. Bept. 6, 1951 (E.0. 10286)..| Carroll R. Daugherty, Chairman;® | Oct. 3, 1051 cceeun..] A-3637.
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Balt[more & Ohio RR. Co. tncludmﬁlluﬂalo Division (lbrmarly
f’ ‘g.} and Buﬂ'alo & Bu
hanna

I.nclu
Chimvgcﬁj Bt Psul M%mleepous & Omaha Ry by e‘“Z
Nushville RR. Co,, Terminal Railroad Akt ot ot
is and all other carriers represented by Eastern, Western,
and Boutheastern Carrlers’ Conference ommittees (under
supervision of S8ecretary of Army, E.0. 10155).
Akron & Barberton Belt RR, Co., and other carriers (under su-
pervision of Secretary of the Army E.D. No. 10155).

BLF&E

cooperating labor organizations
(ncnopemtinx)

Pan American World Airways, Inc. WU ol Ay OO e
Northwest Airlines, Inc IAM "
Trans World Airlines, Ine. Flight E eers’ International As-
gdntlogfi’?‘wa Chapter,
Northwest Alrlines, Ine A TAM e sinatib b tink bk nrimin oo
United Air Lines, Ino Flight Engineers temntinn.nl As-

New York, Chicago & St. Louls RR, Co

sociation, UNA Chs
BRT.

Railwey Express Agency, Inc

BRC sassadany

Canton and Youngstown Co. and other'carriersrepresented
L%r;nhﬂm. Western, and Southeastern Carriers Conference

The Pullman Co.

Capital Airlines, Inc. Naﬁoual A!:]jnes, Ine,, Northwest Alr-
Yines, “F lines, Inc,, United Adrlines, Inc.,
Eastern .ﬂr

Certain carriers regrese'nted tav Eastern, Western, and South-
eastern Carriers’ Conference Committees,

15 cooperating; mmoperatlng railway
labor organizatio:

ORC & B
IAM

ORC&B..

BLF&E

Railway Express Agency, Inc.

New York Central System, lines East

Pennsylvania RR. Co...

The Albany Port Dlstrlct and other carriers represented by:
eatem, Boutheastern Carriers' Conference

spokme tPoﬂland & Beattle Co,

l.ntem.ntions] Brotherhood of Team-
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen,
O%tnd balpars of America.

'I'ré%mrt Workers Union of America,

Cooperating and nonoperating rail-
way labor organizations.

BLE

Akron & Barberton Belt Co, and other carriers represented
gm. Western, and Southeastem Carriers’ Gon!srenee

Railway Express Agency, Ing,

BRT.

IBT...

See footnotes at end of table,

Nov. 6, 1051 (E.O. 10308)..

Nov. 15, 1051 (E,0. 10300) ..

Dec. 17, 1951 (E.O. 10314) ...

Jan. 4, 1952 (E.O. 10319)...

July 9, 1952 (E.O. 10371)__.

July 10, 1952 (E.0. 10872) .
Nov, 6, 1852 (E.O. 10406) --
Apr, 24, 1063 (E.O. 10449).

Dec. 16, 1953 (E.O. 10508).

Dee. 28, 1953 (E.O. 10511).

Oct. 18, 1054 (E.O.
Nov, 18, 1854 (E.O.

10570) .-
10576).

Nov. 23, 1954 (E.O. 10578).

June 17, 1955 (E.O.
July 1, 1955 (E.O.

10615)..
10622).

Aug, 16, 1955 (E.O,
Bept. 1, 1855 (E.O.

10630) .

Nov. 7, 1055 (E.O. 10643)..

Dee. 5, 1056 (E.O. 10601) ..
Dee. 22, 1856 (E.O, 10603) .

Jan. 25, 1057 (E.0. 10696)..

Carroll R. Daugherty, Chairman;
George Cheney, Andrew Jackson.,

David L. Cole, ehn[rmuu George
Osboma,AamuH ?

Curtis G. Shake, chairman; William
E. Grady, Jr., Walter dilkylon'

Due to the fact that parties to di ute
retumed diract negotiations w

tweeu
ths parties. dnt&i—.&pr 24, 1952, no
effort was made to name said board
members although 8 30-day exten-
sions of time were ted by the
President for investigation and re-
port of dispute. Under the above
cirenmstances this emergency board
functioned until said sagreement
was reached.
Adol h E, Wenke chalrmnn. Robert
oyd, I L, Sharfm

do,

10085). R

Snﬂl Eanen Robert O .Boyd, Harold

No members appointed. Parties
reached agreement on Apr. 26, 1953,
thus no E.B. was set up for hearing
this dispute.

Fred W, Messmore, Willlam E.
Grady, Jr., G. Allen Dash, Jr,

Charles E, Loring, chalrman; Adolph
E. \;’guka, Dean Martin Paul Cath-
erwood.

Edward F. Carter, chairman; Ed-
ward B, Bunn, Howard A. Johnson.
AdolEh E. Wsnke, chairman; James
arey, Jr., Francis J. Robertson.

Edward M, Sharpe, chairman, John
T. Dunlop, Charles A, Sprague.

Curtis C. Bhake, chairman, G. Allan
Dash, Jr., Martin P. Gatherwood.
Robert G. S8immons, Chairman,
%g&imn Bandsaker, Benjamin C.

TS,
Mortlmer Btone, chairman, Dudley
itlng, Arthur Stark.

ward ohnson, chairman,
Wa]terR Iohnsou MartJ. O’ Mnlley

Dudley E, Whiting, chairman; G.
Allan Dash, Jr., John Day Larkin.

" )

Nathan CsytonA chajrman; Francis
J. Robertson, A. Langley Cofley.

Panl H. Sanders, Chairman; Thomas
C. Begley, Harold M. Gilden,

Tan. 25, mszgm—azgex-

1951}, (20-day addi-

tional extension to Jan.
15, 1952), (15-day addi-
tional extension to Jan.
80, 1952),

Feb. 14, 1852 (30-day ex-
on to Jan. 15, 1962)

N (30-di ilex-
tension of time to
5, 1952; requested exten-
sion of time made to
May 5, 1052.)

Report to President,
datod Aug, 29, 1082 (30-
day extension to Sep,
7, 1952),

Aug. 20, 1052 (30-day

extension to Sept. 8,
1052).

Jan, 2, 1938 ay ex-
tension to Jan. 5, 1953).

Feb. 17, 1954 (30-day
extension time to Feb,

17, 1854).
May 15, 1054 (m'dl{
tension to
f\u% lmﬁ-ﬂs
A R
Nov. 20, 1054...

Apr, 13, 1955 (30-day
tension to Jan, 14, 19&5)
b 14 iﬁﬁ?ﬂ&’&d“
'eb. &
extensior f

extension to May 14,

1955).
Mar. 25, 1955 extended to
Feb. 1, 1955 extended

nwto.n\uz 3 mnn)
Aug. 1, 1955,

Sept. 14, 1085, .ccov- oo

Oct. 26, 1055 (extended to
Oct. 51. 1955) (extended
to Oct. 31, 1955).
Dee. 12, 955

Extension oi tlms granted
to Feb. 3, 195
1867 (ex‘l;emﬁon to

A-3744 with sub
number,
A-3827,

A-3506.

A-3968.

A-3804,
A-3910.
A-4182,
A—4858.

A-1386.

A-1509,

A-4679, A—4580, A~
4581, A-4582, A~
{583, A-4584,

A-4374.
A-4854.
A-4T70; A-4860,

A-4n12,
A~4TIT, A-4867.

A-4885.

A-5245.
A-5248,

A-ba11.
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Emergency board index—Continued

No. Carrler Organization Date of order Members Date of report NMB case No.

118 | Toledo, rt Dwk Co.; Toledo, Lakefront Dock | Distriet 50, United Mine Workers of | May 9, 1957 (E.0. 10700).__| Nathan Cayton hntrmm Dudley | June 7, 1957 A-5385, A-5386,
Co.; blmland a America, independent, E. Whiting, Morrison Handsaker. A-54l3,

119 | General t!lm of New York representing: New | International Organization of Mas- | Aug. 6, 1957 (E.0.10728)___| James J. Healy, chal.rman 7 Benja- | SBept. 20, 1057 (extension A-5435.

York Central RR. Co‘. New York; New Haven & Hartford RR. ters, Mates and Pilots, Inc. min C. Roberts, Walter R. Johnson, to Sept. 20, 1057).
Co.; Brooklyn Eastern District Terminal; New York Dock Ry.;
ush T al RR.; Baltimore & Ohio RR. Co,; Pennsylvania
RR.; Erie RR. Co.; Reading Co.; Delaware, Tackawanna &
Western RR.; The Central RR. Co, of New Jersey.
190, | Fastarn A DInas T S o e e Flight Engineers International Asso- | Jan. 21, 1958 (E.O. 10748)__| David L. Cole, Chairman;? Baul | July 21, 1958 (extension A-5612, E-148.
ciation, EAL Chapter. Wallen, Dudley E, Whiting. to Mar. 22, 1958) (ex-
}engg;cm to Apr. 28,
121 | Eastern Airlines, Ine ALPA International. .o.coeeeemanaaoon Jan. 28, 1958 (E.O. David L. Cole, chairman; Saul Wal- | July 2}'. 1958 (30-day ex- E-146.
10750). len, Dudley E. Whiting. tension to March 29,
1858) (add 30-day exten.
sion to April 28, 1958).

122 | Eastern Air Lines, Inc., Trans World Airlines, Inc,, United Air | TAM oo ccccicccccememnae Feb. 27, 1958 (E.O, Howard A. Johnson, chairman; Paunl | Sept. 15, 1958 (extended | A-5509, A-5613,
Lines, Inc., Northwest Airlines, Inc,, Northeast Alﬂines, Ine., 10757). N. Guthrie, Francis J. Robertson. 30 days to May 14, A-B615, A-56618,
Capital Airll.nas, Ine., National Alrlines, Inc, 1958). i-m : -

128 | Trans World Alrlines, Inc. Flight Engineers International Asso- | Mar, 27, 1958 (E.O. David L. Cole, chairman; S8anl Wal- | July 25, 1058 (30-d ex- A-5630,

ciation, T'WA chapter. 10760). len, Dudley E. Whiting, tension to Mayﬁ
(add extension zme
26, 1958, July 23 and
July 81, 1958).
124 | American Airlines, Tne...... ALPA, International . . . _.ooooo. Jufm 19, 1868 (E.O. Jagle%.lbﬁliia]a[t:hmmnn. Benjamin | Sept. 8, 1958 oo oeoaiaae A-5567, E-162,
5 oberts, Mayn
126 | Pan American World Airways, Inc. TWUOf A, AFL-CIO..ccmmamccamnnan Apr. 22, 1959 (E.O. D:dieyHE‘ tl‘r‘hikt.lnat,t ﬁﬁﬂgg'jdob Inne]lﬂ 1959 (ext§mion A-5014, E-103.
2 son Handsaker, r Stark.

126 | Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe. BLE.ooeceeccccmmecomeneenene| F@D. 12,1960 (E.0.10862)..| Dudley E. Whiting, chairman; Har- | July 15, w&u (xtipu.latjon A-6117, E-218,

old, M. Weston, R. W. Nahstoll. gmniioilwuc)l[ time

127 | New York Central Syst ORO&B_.. Feb. 29,1060 (E.O. 10868)..| Leo C. Brown, chairman; David R. | June 20, 1960 (stipulation | A-5866.

Douglass, James P. Carey, Jr ﬁt}msiolil ? o ved un-
til June
128 | Pan American World Adrways, Ine. oo oiieeeas s - 3.7 o THRITTV NI 5. 0 IV Mar. 18, 1960 (E.0.10872)..| Paul H. Cuthrie, chairman; Saul | June 2. 1960 (stlpulation A-6130.
Wallen, Arthur Stark. fﬁ‘ﬂ‘l onm ap&l")o
a
120 | Long Island Co. BRP. . Apr. 18, 1960 (E.O. 10874) __ Cuttlﬁ G. !;Shﬂre,dnliaiismﬂn: Edward | May 18, y ’ ............... E-213.
0] oy ailer.

130 TheAkron&Barbarton Belt Co. and other carriers re ted | 11 cooperating (non-operating) rail- | Apr. 22,1060 (E.O. 10875)_.| John "F] Dunlop, chairman; Benja- | June 8, 1060._.__._.._.... A-6157. A-6158.

ss%t;:& Western, and Southeastern Carriers’ Conference | way labor organizations. min Aaron, Arthur W. Sempliner.

181 | Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific RR. CO..oovennne.. Wi Carrlers. Conference Com- | May 23, 1960 (E.0. 10878).| Russell A. Smith, chairman; Harold | July 8, wm (extended to | A-6082,

mlttea nnd SUNA. M., Gilden, Morrison Handsaker. Ju]y 960).
182.] The Permaylvanis RR. C0.. - oo W Railroad Division and | May 20, 1960 (E.0. 10877).. P. Douglass, chairman; Paul | June 24 19&0 (extended to | A-5949, E-134.
Ball m]l‘;snpt& BdDeNpsrtment H, Sanders, A, Langley Coffey. June 24, 1060).
ystem
183 | New York Harbor Carriers’ Conference Committee.... bor orga- | Bept. 26, 1960 (E.O. 10888)_ Dudley E. Whiting, chairman; Dee, 10, 1060 - .o ocoo e | A-8217,
nimtl members or th.e Railroad C. Roberts, William H. Ca-
Marine Harbor Coun
| do- LR | Li’ggl-éter Captains' Unilon, Local No, | Jan. 12,1061 (E.O. 10004} . Janws T, ©O'Connell, chairman;? | Mar, 6, 1061 (extended to | A-6352
; David R. Douglass, Harold M, Feb. 25, 1001) gés)xmad
en. 1] Aar,
135 | Pan American World Alrways_ ... .o oo Flight E: International Asso- | Feb. 17, 1961 gﬂ 0 llfmil) G. Allan Dash, Jr, ehalrmm:l,fArthur June 20, (e T A-6245,
ciation, PAA Chapter. énrgan 7 !961) s Stark, Edward A Lynech,
al ar, 18,

136 | Northwest Airlines, Inc TAM . .ol lza:] Feb, 24,1061 (1.0, 10923) - Pnuilnli. Guthlgiadicgai&ms::: "Benja- | May 24, 1061 ... __._..__._. A-5176, A-6343,

min Aaron, Paul B. Hanlon,

137 | Baltimore & Ohio RR. Co. and other earriers_________.__________ Eastern, Western, and Southeastern | May 19, 1961 (E.O. 10944)_.| Harold M. Gilden, Chairman; Leo C. | July 10, 1061 (extended to | A-6360.

Carriers ference mmittees Brown, William H. Coburn. July 19, 1961).
zimd Rallroad Yardmasters of Amer-
ca,
138 | Bouthern Pacific Co. (Pacific Lines) BT i s o e ) July 20, 1061 (E.O. 10053).. Hivm H. Platt, CMI%;‘EUW: Bept. 15, 19061.....__.._....| A-5004, A~6083.
Morrison er.
139 | The Pullman Co. and Chicago, Milwaukee, 8t. Paul & Pacific | ORC & 8. -| Sept. 1, 1061 (E.O. 10963) __ Dav;d R‘ §l:owe. Chairman; Bryon R. Dec. Il 1961 (extended to | A-8380, A-6400.
RR. Co. Abernethy, H. Raymond Cluster. Oct. 30, 1961) (extended
to Nov. 30, 1961) (ex-
tended to Dee. 15, 1961).
140 | Trans World Airlines, Ine. TWUof A, AFL-CIO......_..__.....| Oct. 5, 1961 (E.O. 10965)._ t‘iﬂéﬁw\Ul‘;::amlllenIé c!mirzmm1 8 mlsml Ben | Nov. 3, 1961.. .ioaoioaaos A-6537.
8 manuel Ste:
141 | Reading Co IOOM & P, Local No, 14. ..o Oct. 11, 1961 (E.O. 10069).. Jo%e&h Slgsatigrgh.&nlrmmb hL]uyd H. | Dec. 5, 1961___._ i ra A-6246.
T3

142 | Trans World Airlines, Inc. ALPA, International - .. _____...._..__ Jan. 1, 1061 (E.O 10971)___| Donald B. Straus; Morrison Hand- | Dec. 15, 1961 .oooooooooo. A-6407.

saker; Patrick J. Fisher, chairman.

143 | Pan American World Airways, Inc . do. Nov. 10, 1961 (E.O, 10875). Le.Ao ch Br&w?\,i Chairman; Eli Rock; | Dee. 10, 1061 oo ocoaouoe A-6328,

1 rthur 088,
144 | Eastern Air Lines, Inc Flight Engt International Associ- | Feb, 22, 1962 (E.O, 11006)..| Theodore W, Kheel, chairman; Paul | May 1, 1862, _.___ ol
ation, N. Guthrie; Byron R. Abarnethy.
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Trans World Airlines, Ine ru.%m o In :tiannl.&m&-

Gh.'lcasn& 0& North gv;am Ry. and the former Chicago, St. Paul, | ORT.. . "7
Naw Yar Central RR. System and Pittsburgh & Lake Erie RR..| ORT

Amerjean Airlines, Inc TWU of A, AFL-CIO. ccveermcrcaae
Belt Ry. of Chicago. BLE

Southern Pacific Co. (Pacific Lines) BRO

Pan American World Alrways, Ine TWU of A, AFL-CIO

REA Express

Eastern, Western, Southeastern Carriers’ Conference Committees.

Pullman Co.; Chieago, Rock Island & Pacific RR. Co.; New
York Cenn'al, Eoo Ll RR.

United Air Lines, I

Florida East Coast Co.

International Brotherhood of Team-
sters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen
& Helpers of Amerlea.

BLE, BLF & E, ORC & B, BRT,
SUNA.

Branifl International Afrways, Contipental Airlines, Eastern | TAM ... . .. . .. . .. ...
Air Lines, Inc., National Airlines, Inec., Northwest Airlines,
Ing., Trans World Airlines, Ine.
Eastem, Western, Southesstern Carriars' C (& itt BRS8
National Railway Labor Confi g RED.
..... do RED..
National Railway Labor Conf L L FOVTIN S A X1 Iltemogspemtinx railway labor organiza-
National Rallway Labor Conference. ... . .._.._... 5 mpémtlnc railway labor organiza-
s,
National Railway Labor Conference. . .. --
Atchison, Topeka & 8anta Fe.. . .cccoocommaeoccac e cccneanen Brotherhood of Raflroad Trainmen.____
b carriers (EAL, NAL, NWA, TWA, UAL) International Association of Ma-

chinists & Aerospace Workers,
AFL~CIO.

Mar. 3, 1962 (E.O. 11008)...

Mar. 20, 1962 (E.O. 11011).

Apr. 23, 1962 (E.O. 11015) . Aﬂh

TJune 8, 1962 (E.0. 11027)....
Tune 20, 1962 (E.0. 11033)_
Aug. 6, 1962 (E.0. 11040) __
Aug. 10, 1962 (E.O. 11042).
Aug. 14, 1062 (E.O. 11043).

Bept. 11, 1962 (E.0. 11050).

Apr. 3, 1963 (E.0. 11101). .
July 4, 1083 (E.O. 11115)..
Oct. 9, 1063 (E, 0, 11121)..
Nov. 8, 1063 (E. 0. 11127).
Dec. 11, 1063 (E. 0. 11131).

Jan. 3, 1964 (E. 0. 11133)..
Mar. 17, 1964 (E. 0. 11147).
Aug. 18, 1964 (E. 0. 11169).

Aug. 18, 1964 (E.O. 11168).
Aug. 18, 1964 (E.O. 11170).
Sept. 24, 1064 (E.O, 11180).

Bept. 11, 1965 (No, 11243)._
Apr. 21, 1966 (No. 11276).....

Sanl Wallm, ehnirmm Lawrenca BE.
Seibel, Edward A, L;

Jmas C. Hill Chsl.rmsn, Thomas C.
egley, Arthur W, Sempliner.

ur Ross, Chairman; Paul D,

Hanlon, Charles C. Klﬂmgworth

Joseph his Chairman; Walter F.
Eigenbrod, J. Harvey Daly,

Paul N. Gnthrla, Ghairm.sn. James T,
Healy, Burton B. Turkus,

Paul Hanlon Chsirmnn. David

H. Stowe, Fr D,

Mann, Chirman, Jobn ¥,

Bembower, Abram H. Stockman.

James C. Hill, Edwnrd A. Lgnch,

heodore W. Kheel, Chairman.

Jacob Secidenberg, Chairman; 7J.
Glenn Donaldson, Robert J. Ables,

S8amuel I. Roseman, Chairman; Na-
than P. Feinsinger, Clark Kerr.

Jacob Seldanberg Chairmnn o K.eith

Frank D, Reeves

Paul D, Hanlon, chairman; Bli Rock,
Laurence E. Beibel.

Harry H. Platt, chairman; Derek
Bok, Paul N, Guthrie,

Ronald D. iHsughton, chairman;
Lewis M. Gﬂl,Joha W MeConnell,

James C. Hill, chairman; Joseph
Bhister, Michael Deane
Sanl W , chairman: Jean T, Mo

hairman
Paul D, Hanlon, Rabbl Saenb.loseph
Weinstein,? Robert J, Ables, Lewis
M. Gill, H. Raymond Cluster,
Frank J, Dugan.
(Sameas E.B.161). ...

May 3, 1962 .o ccaaaaid A-6627.
Moy 1,1062... . cccreanmanen A-6408,
June 14, 1962, ... | A-5606, A-5789.
AVE B0 1068 o niien A-5809, A-B063.
N?lﬂn{;%g report, Aug. A-6582, A-6663,
Mar, 4, 1963 (extension to | A-6600.

Jan, 5, 1963).
Dec. 31' b U111 I — L Y
Dispute resolved by mu- | A-6701.

tusl ameemeu: between
Nuv‘ 10, oM., o TR A-6671 A-6606.
May 13, 1063 ____.__.._.._ A-6700.
Nov. 2, 1963 ... ...... A-6794, A-6795,

A-6706, A-6797.

Nov.48,19063. ... ... A-6905,
Dec. 23,1088 . . ..oionanun A-6627, sub. No. 1.

No report (Jan. 20, 1664
agreement).

Aug T 100 oo i
Oct. 20,1064 . __._..oo..c

Ronald D, Haughton, chairman;
Jacob Seidenberg, Louis Crane.

Settled in conference between parties_.

Wayne Morse, Chairman; David
Ginsburg; Richard E, Neustadt.

A-0398, A-6890, A-
6900, A-6901, A-
6903, A-G004.

A-6067.

A-7080.

A-T107,

-| A-T127;

A-T128,

.| A-7173.
.| A-6318.

A-76565.

‘ Interpretation of report to Preside
¢ Appointed to serve 1st time,

tation of report to President datod Aug. 24, 1948,
cation of report to President July 28, 1048,
dmd' June 29, 1049,

ted to serve as member of R.B. for 1st time,

* Bee E.B. No. 63, under supervision of Government also. See E.B. ? Weinstein aj
Nu 83, restraining order. who resigned
7 Named by White House,
' Wlthdravm——.& settlement was reached between the parties by an

agreement dated Jan, 10, 1957 and effective Jan. 16, 1957,

inted Sept. 22, 1064, to replace John W, McConnell
.B. 161-162-163 appointed Aug. 18, 1964, by separate
Executive orders and heard by same 7-man Board).
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Mr. ERVIN. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. CLARK. I shall be happy to yield.

May I say to Senators that I am pre-
pared to yield at this point to any Sen-
ator who wishes to engage in colloquy.
I have 5 or 10 minutes more in which to
complete my statement, but I shall be
glad to put that off in order to get these
questions out of the way.

I wish to say, for the information of
Senators, that when I complete my
statement, it is my understanding that
the majority leader will propose a unani-
mous consent agreement limiting the
time for debate.

Mr. ERVIN. I should like to ask the
Senator from Pennsylvania if it is not
a fact that the present provisions of the
Railway Labor Act have been exhausted
and are no longer applicable.

Mr, CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. So that we now have no
law whatever with which to deal with
this situation.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator
from Pennsylvania agree with the Sena-
tor from North Carolina that law is a
rule of action?

Mr. CLARK. I have a feeling I cannot
agree with that until I hear the next
question of the Senator. I do not believe
that law is action. My view is that leg-
islation lays down the rules of the game,
and action is taken by the Chief Execu-
tive.

Mr. ERVIN. Since the provisions of
the Railway Labor Act have been ex-
hausted in respect to the controversy giv-
ing rise to this strike, there is now no law
prescribing what action either manage-
ment or the union shall take in this con-
nection.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Ishould like to direct at-
tention to subparagraph (b) of section 1,
on page 2 of the resolution reported by
the committee. Does it not contain this
provision:

(b) The Congress therefore finds and de-
clares that emergency measures are essential
to the settlement of this dispute and to the
security and continuity of transportation
services by such carriers.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Would not that language
state the conviction of Congress, if it is
enacted, that something should be done?

Mr. CLARK. It does, indeed.

Mr. ERVIN. And then the committee
resolution says that the provisions of
the Railway Labor Act can be reinstated,
in the diseretion of the President.

Mr, CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Is that not delegating,
or attempting to delegate, to the Presi-
dent the power to make law?

Mr. CLAREK. No. Congress makes
the law; the President executes it.

Mr. ERVIN. If the President so de-
cides, in his discretion, the President
may reinstate the 180-day provision of
the Railway Labor Act. Is that not what
section 2 of the resolution reported by
the committee provides?

Mr, CLARK. It certainly puts the
discretion in the hands of the President.

I wish to point out that the statute
books of the United States are full of
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discretionary authority given to the
President, far wider than that given to
him in this instance.

Mr. ERVIN. Does the Senator from
Pennsylvania believe that all the dis-
cretion belongs to the President and none
to Congress?

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is asking
a rhetorical question, and I answer his
question “No.”

Congress is now debating whether it
should act or not. A number of Sena-
tors will vote against the resolution. I
believe that we are exercising wide dis-
eretion in eonnection with this debate
by which we will determine what, if any-
thing, we wish to do. The whole purpose
of legislation is to exercise our individual
and collective diseretion.

Mr. ERVIN. In simple English, does
not section 2 provide this: that the 180-
day provision of the Railway Labor Act
will be reinstated only by the President
of the United States and not by act of
Congress?

Mr. CLARK. No. I believe the Sen-
ator is misreading the purport of sec-
tion 2.

I would phrase it this way: As the
Senator has said, all authority under
the Railway Labor Act has expired.
The President is the individual who, in
the opinion of the majority of the mem-
bers of the committee, should be given
the authority to take the emergency
measures which are essential to the set-
tlement of the dispute; and in making
up his mind what if anything to do, he
should have the authority to do what he
sees fit.

In short, we give the President a
charter of authority, and we do not
attempt to dictate how he uses it.

Mr. ERVIN., Section 2 provides that
the President may reinstate the provi-
sions of the law which have now been
exhausted. Is that not what section 2
provides?

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is entitled
to his opinion. I do not believe a con-
tinuation of this colloquy will help clar-
ify the matter. I believe it is fairly
sterile.

Mr. ERVIN. Not only is it not sterile,
but also, I believe it is pregnant with
meaning.

Mr. CLARK. That is a new thought.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not section 2 pro-
vide, as follows:

Sec. 2. The period of time provided for in
section 10 of the Railway Labor Act, para-
graph 3, during which no change, except by
agreement, shall be made by the parties to
the dispute, or affiliates of sald parties, in
the conditions out of which the dispute
arose, may, in the discretion of the Presi-
dent, be reinstated and extended for such
period or periods of time as may be deter-
mined by him upon issuance by him of an
Executive order or orders so provldmg:

Mr. CLAREK. That is exactly what it
provides.

Mr. ERVIN. And does it not say that
the President can extend it for 180 days
or any less time he pleases?

Mr, CLARK. It certainly does.

Mr. ERVIN. And the Senator from
Pennsylvania contends that that is not
an attempt to delegate to the President
the power to make law?
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Mr. CLAREK. No, it is not an attempt
to delegate such power. I disagree with
the Senator 100 percent in that state-
ment.

Mr. ERVIN. One could not read this
statute and find how long it would be
reinstated, could one?

Mr. CLARK. Section 10 of the Rail-
way Labor Act gives the President that
discretion now. We are not changing
that in any way but only extending it for
a further period.

Mr. ERVIN. That power has been ex-
ercised by the President and has been
exhausted. The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr, CLark] assured me of that in
response to my first question. The Pres-
ident has no power under the Railway
Labor Act at this time to extend anything
or reinstate anything because his power
has been exhausted.

This bill would provide that the Presi-
dent could do that if he saw fit; in other
words, that he may do it or may not do
it as he sees fit; the bill would allow the
President to establish rules of action to
govern the airlines and the members of
the union for 180 days or any less period.
That, in substance, is permitting the
President to make laws—a power which
belongs to Congress alone.

Mr. CLARK. I must disagree with the
Senator again. The President can order
the men back to work for up to 180 days,
but he cannot establish the rules of ac-
tion during this period.

Mr. ERVIN. I shall say one further
thing. This bill would emulate Pontius
Pilate and say on behalf of the Congress:
We are going to wash our hands of re-
fponsibi]jty, and let the President assume

b,

I thank the Senator for yielding. I
trust that I have not trespassed too much
on his patience or his time.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator for
his usual courtesy and good humor.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. I was very much in-
terested in the statement made by the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK]
a few moments ago when, I believe, he
said he was not sure himself whether or
not the President should use the author-
ity proposed to be given to him.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. COOPER. Is it correct then that
the committee in reporting the resolu-
tion did not mean what it said—that
there is an emergency and that trans-
portation should be maintained?

Mr. CLARK. I think that I can an-
swer the Senator’s question in this man-
ner. There are some members of the
committee and some Members of the
Senate who think that the free reign of
collective bargaining should be permit-
ted to continue for an appreciable period
of time without ordering the men back
to work.

They do not think that the situation is
critieal enough for the exercise of Pres-
idential and congressional authority. I
do not think that I agree with them. But
a pretty good case can be made that the
situation is not yet serious enough to set
aside labor’s right to strike.
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Mr. COOPER. The Senator is saying
that some members of the committee be-
lieve the President should not invoke the
authority that would be given to him un-
der the resolution immediately.

Mr. CLAREK. Yes.

Mr, COOPER. They believe that he
should wait until such time as he chooses
to use the authority—and perhaps not
use it at all—to send the men to work
and resume operations of the airlines.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct,
some members feel that way.

This was the strongest measure that
we could bring out of the committee. I
am prepared to support it. A more
drastic bill was defeated. It was a close
vote, but it was defeated. The question
was this resolution or nothing, and I be-
lieve it is an acceptable compromise.

Mr. COOPER. It is quite interesting
that the resolution invokes the emer-
gency settlement provision of the Rail-
way Labor Act; and also provides in sub-
section (b), the preamble, that—

Emergency measures are essential to the
settlement of this dispute and to the secu-
rity and continuity of transportation services
by such carriers.

The language implies strongly that the
commiftee wants something done now,
and yet the Senator has stated to me
that it is not certain if it wants anything
done.

Mr. CLARK. I think that every mem-
ber of the committee except one thought
that some action should be taken now.
Ten members of the committee thought
that that action should be temperate and
moderate and should leave a substantial
amount of discretion in the hands of the
President in the days immediately ahead.

A good many members of the commit-
tee, but less than a majority, thought
that Congress should take the bull by
the horns and direct the men to go back
to work. I am not of that view.

Mr. COOPER. I know that there is
always reluctance, and properly so, I
agree, to prohibit legislatively the con-
tinuance of a strike. However, the reso-
lution which has been reported by the
committee, and the Morse resolution,
contain language which would prohibit
the continuance of the strike when the
authority is invoked. Congress cannot
escape the fact that it is writing into
law, that a strike cannot continue after
the prohibition is invoked. Is that not
correct?

Mr. CLARK. No. I think that the
committee bill gives the President an-
other tool with which to terminate the
dispute, if he thinks it wise to do so.

To me this is temperate and moderate
legislation, whereas, in my judgment, the
Morse resolution is punitive legislation
which orders the men back to work and
leaves nothing for the President. That
is the difference.

Mr. COOPER. We are arguing about
language, but I believe that section 2 is
essentially the same in both resolutions
by providing that when the action is
triggered, whether by the President or
Congress the continuation of a strike,
would be prohibited. That is clear.

Mr. CLARK. I wish to say to the
Senator from EKentucky [Mr. CoorErl,
1 think that the phrase he referred to on
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page 2, line 16, “emergency measures are
essential,” still leaves open what emer-
gency measures are essential.

Mr. COOPER. Would the Senator
agree with this statement? The public
would like to see work stoppage ended
and collective bargaining to settle the
disputes over wages and other issues
resumed. It is correct, is it not, that
the Morse resolution, immediately upon
its passage and approval by the Presi-
dent would set in motion measures that
would end the work stoppage and start
collective bargaining, while the resolution
that has been reported by the committee
gives no such assurance.

Mr. CLARK. Let me make a point.

Mr. COOPER. I would like to know
if that is an essential difference between
the two resolutions.

Mr. CLARK. Yes, but let me say this
to the Senator from Kentucky. The
traveling publie, or at least that part of
the traveling public which goes by air,
is very much upset by this. I have been
enormously inconvenienced by the stop-
page myself. Iimagine that every Sena-
tor and Congressman, and most of the
big corporate executives in the country
have been.

Mr. COOPER. I have not been in-
convenienced but it is a question of gen-
eral transportation.

Mr. CLAREK. The Senator is fortu-
nate if he has not been inconvenienced
by the strike.

Mr. COOPER. Considerable air traffic
is shut off in Kentucky, but I have not
been greatly inconvenienced.

Mr. CLARK. It is largely public in-
convenience directed at the power struc-
ture of this country. When the Grey-
hound Bus Co. went on strike a couple
of years ago there was not the slightest
suggestion that the Federal Government
should intervene, and I think that a
great many more people were incon-
venienced then than are now being in-
convenienced by the airline strike. But
those were people who could not raise
such a hue and cry.

I believe we should take action, but it
is not all that clear.

Mr. COOPER. Ithink I have made my
point. My question was answered. 1
believe it must be true, that a majority
or part of the committee is saying—al-
though an emergency resolution has been
reported—that they do not believe at this
point that immediate action is required.

Mr, CLARK. That is not a fair state-
ment, Senator. Let me say candidly
that the majority of the committee be-
lieve that the President should be given
authority to bring the men back to work.

They believe it firmly and implieitly,
and so do I. But the majority of the
committee did not believe that Congress
should order these people back to work.
I invite attention to the fact that in the
testimony given before the committee by
the Secretary of Labor, in response to a
colloquy which I had with him, I said to
him, “What difference does it make, Mr.
Secretary, whether the Congress orders
these people back to work or the Pres-
ident orders these people back to work?"”

He said, “Not much.”

1 said, “I agree with you.”
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The only resolution we could get re-
ported by the majority of the committee,
particularly by a majority of the Dem-
ocratic members, by 8 votes out of 10,
was the resolution now before the Sen-
ate. I believe it is an acceptable com-
promise.

Mr. COOPER. It is a compromise,

Mr. PELIL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield?

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator. I
have a general statement-I should like
to read, and then some questions for the
Senator, or would he rather I delayed
my statement?

Mr. CLARK. No, I would be happy to
have the Senator proceed as he wishes.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, to my mind,
strikes such as the present airline dis-
pute, affecting the public interest, are
obviously harmful to our Nation.

The question is whether this strike is
a national emergency or whether it is a
national nuisance, a national inconven-
ience, affecting the leaders of opinion,
those who are articulate, those who are
the leaders of our Nation.

The administration’s witness, Secre-
tary of Labor Wirtz, testified to the effect
that this is not a national emergency,
that more than 96 percent of intercity
passengers are moving exactly as they
always have, that 99.9 percent of freight
movements have been unaffected.

For these reasons, I find myself most
reluctant to take a step which would
order men back to work under sanction
of fine or jail. Such a measure has not
been taken since the railroad strike of
1917. Under the present circumstances,
I think it would be incorrect to go any
further than the committee resolution,
by which we have given the President
the authority to order the workers back
to work. This in itself, to my mind,
would be a most serious step.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator.

Mr. PELL. I would also like to add
that, I think the word ‘“authorized,”
proposed by my own senior colleague
[Mr. PasTorRE] perhaps expresses more
fully the intent of our committee than
the wording in the reported resolution.

In this connection, Senator Crarg, I
want to be sure that my memory is cor-
rect—Did not the Secretary of Labor
testify, not only last week, but again
on yesterday, that we were not by any
stretch of the imagination in an emer-
gency state?

Mr. CLARK. He did testify that we
did not yet have a national emergency.
I must repeat that it does not make any
real difference because the relevant test
is the Railway Labor Act test—that is,
a substantial interruption of interstate
commerce.

Mr. PELL. The following question
then comes to mind. Why is it that for
the first time since 1917 the Senate is
asked to order men back to work which
means that if they don't comply they
go to jail? Is it because this is the most
serious strike that has affected the na-
tional interest since 1917, or is it be-
cause it has affected those who are ar-
ticulate, leaders of opinion, the most
informed people in our country? What
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would be the opinion of the Senator from
Pennsylvania?

Mr. CLARK. I find it difficult to an-
swer that question.

Mr. PELL. I subside. I thank the
Senator. .

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Pennsyl-

vania yield?
Mr. CLARE. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from New York.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Is the
Senator aware of the fact that there have
been a number of cases over the past
15 years in which the Taft-Hartley Act
has been used and in which the Presi-
dent of the United States declared a na-
tional emergency?

Mr. CLARK. I am.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. That
provides for an 80-day cooling off period,
if a Federal court issues an appropriate
injunction after the President, in his
discretion, invokes the Taft-Hartley
emergency provisions.

Mr. CLARE. The Senator is correct.

Mr, KENNEDY of New York. Is the
Senator also aware of the fact that in a
number of those cases after the Presi-
dent had declared a national emergency
and a court had issued an injunction
and an 80-day cooling off period had
transpired, a strike then occurred and
yet Congress took no action to send those
workers back to work? And in the pres-
ent case, by contrast, the Secretary of
Labor told the committee there is no
national emergency.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.
But let me point out that the airlines
are under the Railway Labor Act, not
under the Taft-Hartley Act. Neverthe-
less, what the Senator said is correct.

Mr. EENNEDY of New York. What I
am talking about, really, is, first, the
committee considered whether the Taft-
Hartley standard should be used to gov-
ern the question of whether Congress
should act in these extraordinary cir-
cumstances, and whether it was in fact
a national emergency. The author of
the resolution and the committee then
learned that there was no national
emergency when the Secretary of Labor
appeared before the committee and said
that there was no national emergency
and that, therefore, legislation was not
warranted on that basis. After that,
tAh? changed it to the Railway Labor

ct.

Mr. CLAREK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Then
under the Railway Labor Act, if we use
that language, which the Senator’s
statement and that of the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. Coorerl used, we come
to the fact that it has been used 167
times, often to deal with local incidents
and disagreements in one community in
one part of the United States. That is
far different from the kind of drastic
finding that we have associated with the
Taft-Hartley law.

Mr. CLARK. I wonder whether the
Senator would agree with me that it was
necessary, in those 166 times, for the
President to find that emergency meas-
ures were essential to a settlement of the
dispute.
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Mr. COOPER. Let me intervene to
comment that with respect to the act
as passed by Congress in 1963, approved
August 28, 1963, dealing with labor dis-
putes between railroad carriers, and rail-
road employees the language used in that
act is the same language used in the res-

olution reported by the committee
declaring an emergency.

Mr. CLARK. That is the Railway
Labor Act measure?

Mr. COOPER. Yes. And Congressin
that act did prohibit strikes and lock-
outs.

Mr. CLARK. But let me point out to
the Senator that the emergency then was
far greater than that which now exists.

Mr. COOPER. Of course it was.

Mr. CLARK. That was a situation
which threatened to tie up all railroads
in the country and to prevent passengers
and freight from moving. Here, there
are 5 of 11 trunk airlines on strike. The
only people being inconvenienced are
those who constantly use air traffic.
That is a very small percent of the whole.

Mr. COOPER. I understand that the
situations are different. I raise my
questions because it seems to me rather
inconsistent for the committee to report
a bill declaring an emergency, recoms-
mend its immediate passage, and then
say, on the other hand, that perhaps the
President should not act.

Mr. CLARK. We are trying our best
to get the resolution passed, which will
make it possible to take action. We are
doing our best to get that resolution
passed.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York, The
legislation passed in 1963 was promised
on the Railway Labor Act kind of finding,
but in cireumstances which clearly would
have justified a Taft-Hartley finding,
which the Secretary of Labor has told us
cannot be justified here. In 1963, the
President declared that there was an
emergency. He said that, “the national
defense and security would be seriously
harmed.” Then he asked for the legis-
lation.

Neither of these ingredients is present
at the present time,

Additional information was made
available to Congress and to the general
public at that time. The Council of
Economic Advisers stated that by the
30th day of the strike, if a strike were to
oceur, 6 million nonrailroad workers
would be laid off, in addition to 700,000
railway employees, and unemployment
would reach 15 percent nationally—the
highest since 1940. There would be a
decline in the gross national product
four times as great as during the Nation’s
worst postwar recession.

That was our situation in 1963 in the
railway crisis.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I re-
member that the late President of the
United States took those important steps.
He had exhausted all possible steps for
settlement. I have been surprised by the
implication that the emergency is not
important enough to take action, except
just to pass it on to the President. Per-
haps he will not act and perhaps he will.
Perhaps it will be all right if he does not
act. This does not seem to be in har-
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mony with the fact that we are are legis-
lating in an emergency situation.

Mr. EENNEDY of New York. I would
say to the Senator that as a member of
the Committee, I had serious reservation
about this question of whether this is
the kind of emergency in which we
should legislate at all. But it was felt
strongly by the leadership and others
that the Senate as a body should have the
right at least to consider the legislation,
and that we should present the Senate
with the best possible law to be appli-
cable in this particular situation. After
four days of struggling within the com-
mittee we arrived at something to take
before the Senate and that is what we
are discussing. But I would emphasize
that I think all the facts that were before
us in committee should be available to
Senators to help them in deciding for
themselves whether any legislation at
all should be passed. And I would add
that I still have serious doubt as to
whether any legislation at all should be
passed.

Mr. CLARK. Has the Senator from
New York completed his eollogquy?

Mr. EENNEDY of New York. Yes.

Mr. DOMINICEK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. DOMINICK. I wish to comment
on the remarks of the Senator from New
York. We had direct testimony from the
Secretary of Labor that the strike was
costing the airlines $7 million a day:
gross revenues to the country in the
amount of $1 million; was adversely
affecting the balance of payments $1
million a week, which condition is per-
fectly awful already. It has put 150,000
passengers a day on the ground, where
they cannot get transportation. It has
put out of work 35,000 employees of the
airlines who are on strike. It has put
out of work 36,000 to 37,000 employees
who are involuntarily out of work.

It strikes me that while perhaps this
may not be a national emergency, we
have had a breakdown in transportation
services which absolutely demands some
kind of action. That is why I think
Congress should move faster and take its
responsibility, instead of passing the buck
to the President as is provided in the
Clark resolution.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, if no
other Senator desires to ask questions, I
should like to speak briefly in order to
complete my presentation of the joint
resolution.

In conclusion, I should like to empha-
size, in the words of page 2 of the com-
mittee report, that four essential features
of the legislation cannot be overempha-
sized.

First, the committee believes that the
dispute, in the words of section 10 of the
Railway Labor Act: “threatens substan-
tially to interrupt interstate commerce to
a degree such as to deprive any section
of the country of essential transportation
service.”

I think I am correct in saying that all
16 members of the committee concur in
that conelusion. This is because the
evidence presented to the committee at
its hearings on July 27, and again on
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August 1, 1966, could lead to no other
conclusion than that many sections of
the country have in fact been deprived
of essential interestate transportation
service.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I do not want to in-
terrupt the continuity of the Senator’s
presentation, but I think it is important
for us to realize that there are approxi-
mately 4,100 scheduled operations, that
have not been operating since the be-
ginning of the strike, every 24 hours.
Think of it—4,100 daily flights are not
now in operation.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

May I point out to my friends from the
other 48 States the tremendous damage
which is being done to the States of Ha-
waii and Alaska, which depend on air
transportation to a far greater extent
than does any other State of the Union.

I reiterate that the evidence presented
to the committee could lead to no other
conclusion than that many sections of
the country have in fact been deprived of
essential interstate transportation serv-
ice.

That is the first point.

The second point is that the author-
ity vested in the President by this reso-
lution is entirely permissible. The Presi-
dent is not required, nor is he necessarily
expected, to exercise that authority. The
President, both under the National Labor
Relations Act, under Taft-Hartley, and
the Railway Labor Act, which includes
the airlines, is already vested with dis-
cretionary authority. All we are doing
is giving the President more of the same
discretionary authority which he already
has

The majority of the committee believed
that it is the President, rather than the
Congress, who should judge whether re-
quiring the employees in this case to re-
turn to work would be in the best interest
of achieving a fair and just settlement of
this dispute.

1 would not want to foreclose the pos-
sibility that the President, who is in in-
timate day-to-day contact with progress
in the negotiations may find an oppor-
tunity, in talking informally, either di-
rectly or through intermediaries, with
the representatives of the carriers and
the labor union, of invoking an arrange-
ment under whiech, if another week of
collective bargaining were carried on, he
could get a commitment, possibly off the
record, which would result in a settle-
ment of the dispute under collective bar-
gaining, rather than under the gun of
congressional or Presidential order.

So I think if anyone wanted to see the
strike settled as soon as possible—and I
think all Senators want to see that—we
ought to leave the tool in the hands of
tzie President, instead of using arhi-
trary—and I use the word advisedly— in-
tervention in an attempt to in effect ex-
ercise, not legislative, but executive
authority.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to vield to
the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I express admira-
tion for the way in which the distin-
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guished Senator from Pennsylvania is
handling the joint resolution and also
for his diligence within the committee.

Mr. CLARK. May I interrupt the
Senator from West Virginia to acknowl-
edge publicly my debt and that of all the
other members of the committee to him.
If it had not been for his wise and calm
counsel, I do not believe we would have
the measure on the floor of the Senate
today.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Iam grateful to the
Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. President, when we speak of the
cutback in essential air service being felt
with greater impact in certain areas of
the country, I should be remiss in my
duty if I did not remind Senators that
the State of West Virginia, as well as
some other similar states, feels the im-
pact of any cutback for a very natural
reason—and that is the terrain.

My State is known as “The Mountain
State,” and with good reason. The to-
pography is a delight to our citizens and
our tourists, but it does present trans-
portation problems,

Our roads and highways are winding,
with steep inclines and numerous bends
and curves; our railroad beds follow
valleys, circle or tunnel through moun-
tains, as the physiography permits.
Neither truck nor train can move with
the speed possible in the great flat lands
of the midwest and southwest parts of
our Nation. We are, therefore, totally
dependent on air transportation for speed
in the movement of both persons and
perishable, or necessary, goods.

It has followed, then, that in my State
a loss which would be minor to a large
metropolitan area can reach major
crisis proportions in its effects on the
West Virginia economy.

One presently functioning air carrier
has been given permission, within the
flexible framework established by the
Civil Aeronautics Board, to reduce the
number of flights serving one community,
Morgantown, in West Virginia, and to
reroute them on another operation
which is, the carrier says, more in the
public interest. This carrier has re-
moved 5 of its flights from Morgantown,
which has a population between 25,000
and 30,000.

This eity is also the site of West Vir-
ginia University, and the university
student body, the faculty, and the
maintenance personnel constitute an
additional 15,000 people. Morgantown
lies in a mountainous area and is now
suffering a severe loss in the number of
flights it has available for service.

I referred, during the hearings, to re-
search at the university being curtailed
because of the strike.

Another air carrier has suspended all
of its flights into Wheeling, W. Va.

I do not want to belabor the point, but
I do want to remind my colleagues that
it is not only the large cities—New York,
Chicago, Los Angeles—or distant
States—Hawaii and Alaska—that are
deprived of needed service.

It is our entire country—our America—
a nation which is wvital, fast moving,
mobile; a nation whose people move on
wheels and wings.

It matters not whether we call the
situation a “national emergency” or try
to use refined language to spell out its
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effects. The facts have shown, in the
loss of dollars and cents, in loss of em-
ployment, in delays in the transport of
needed goods, in breakdowns of vital
professional services—to industry, edu-
cation, the Government—that this strike
is debilitating to America.

What we used to call an emergency,
under the conditions we knew 20 or 30
years ago, during two World Wars, has
no meaning now. Our society has
changed too drastically for us to rely,
within the framework of realism, on
those old definitions.

Whether we use the old approach,
however, or a new, more modern, set of
criteria, we must use the facts which
were presented to our committee. And
these facts tell us that this airlines
strike is a most serious matter, indeed.

Members of Congress, as they think
in terms of passage of the proposed leg-
islation, are, I am sure, thinking in terms
of responsiveness to the American people.
Our people look to us to be responsible
Members of the Senate in a time like
this. Although we may disagree upon
the way in which we shall act, frankly—
and I say this calmly—it is the respon-
sibility of Congress to act now.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from West
Virginia has eloquently stated the rea-
sons why I support the committee joint
resolution. I thank him for his helpful
intervention.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield ?

Mr. CLARK. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. What strongly ap- _
peals to me about the joint resolution as
it is presently sponsored—and I hope
we may have some clarification of the
record in order to obviate or eliminate
passing the buck to the President—is
that Senators who voted for the pending
measure are courageous Members of the
Senate, who are willing to assume their
responsibility and do not want to pass it
ito anyone else.

Mr. CLARE. I thank the Senator
from Rhode Island for his comment.

Mr. PASTORE. What appeals to me
more than anything else is that the
Senators who are sponsoring the joint
resolution have not been personally
engaged in this controversy, and cannot
be accused of either rancor or vindic-
tiveness. They are men of objectivity,
men who, after hearing all of the evi-
dence, have rendered what I consider to
be an impartial report. They have no
ax to grind. They are not antilabor;
they are not antimanagement. They
have not been so involved in the con-
trovery as to lose any sense of im-
partiality.

That is what appeals to me, and that
is the reason why I hope that, once the
Tesolution is modified or clarified, it will
be passed by the Senate.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator
very much.

Mr. President, I shall speak only 1 or
2 minutes more, and then I shall yield
the floor.

My third point, is that the resolution
is not intended to be and does not con-
stitute permanent legislation; nor does
it amend the Railway Labor Act or ex-
tend the provisions of section 10 of that
act except with respect to the present
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labor dispute involving the five airlines,
and such other airlines as might threat-
en to go on strike in the next 6 months.

Thus, the moment the five airlines and
their employees settle the dispute which
has given rise to this proposal, the reso-
lution would expire; its legal provisions
would become inoperative; and there
would be no law on the statute books
that was not there before the airlines
strike started. (

My fourth point is that the resolution
is not intended to indicate a precedent
for congressional or Executive action
with respeet to any future labor dis-
putes. We do not wish to make a prece-
dent; and I state for the record, as a
matter of legislative history, the com-
‘mittee does not think it is creating a
precedent which would enable every
other group to come rushing to Congress
for legislation. This is an ad hoe solu-
tion to a situation which is creating vast
disruption in interstate commerce in
various areas of the country. The com-
mittee does not believe that it, or Con-
gress, should become involved or inter-
vene except in extraordinary circum-
stances, on an ad hoc basis.

I hope that the labor agreements
which are on the horizon, and which must
be negotiated in the next 6 months, can
be kept out of Congress.

I also hope that the President will
shortly make good on the promise he
made in his state of the Union message,
to send down permanent legislation
dealing with national emergency strikes.
I hope such legislation will be carefully
. considered by the relevant committees

of Congress, and enacted into law before
we adjourn this year. It may well be
needed, by reason of the many negoti-
ations which we already know are
moving slowly but surely to a critical
situation.

Therefore, Mr. President, for the rea-
sons I have stated, I very much hope
that the committee resolution will be
passed. With that thought, I am pre-
pared to yield the floor.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for one further ques-
tion? That will complete my interro-
gation of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield.

Mr. PASTORE, Is it not a fact that
should this strike endure long enough,
the trunklines involved, if their finan-
cial picture became serious enough,
would under existing law be entitled to
Government subsidies?

Mr. CLARK. The answer is “yes.”

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 6K The
Senator from Vermont is recognized.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I rise
to speak in support of Senate Joint Reso-
Jution 186 reported to the Senate by the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

Our committee has put in long hours of
hard work since last Wednesday con-
sidering what would be the best possible
means of coping with the current airline
strike. In my opinion, the committee
has done a fine job of drafting legislation
under extreme pressure and emotional
tension and, I might add, without over-
whelming cooperation from the adminis-
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tration. I believe that the reported bill
is a good bill, and should be passed as
expeditiously as possible, although I do
think that the 180-day provision in the
resolution is much too long.

We have been criticized editorially in
the press, and also by some of our col-
leagues, for recommending a measure
which requires the President to activate
the emergency powers which it contains
by issuance of an Executive order or
orders. We have been told that this con-
stitutes “buckpassing,” and that we
should provide for the emergency powers
to become effective immediately and
automatically upon the President's ap-
proval of the joint resolution.

I do not believe that this criticism is
well founded or justified. The hearings
on this resolution show clearly that the
administration has been playing both
sides of the street for what must be purely
political purposes. Any “buckpassing”
which has been engaged in has been done
by the administration in seeking to have
Congress enact emergency legislation
without taking a position on the record
as to whether such legislation is neces-
sary or desirable. I can recall no major
piece of legislation that has ever been
considered by the Congress where the ad-
ministration has failed and refused to
take a formal position as to whether it
favored or was opposed to such legisla-
tion.

Early last week our committee was ad-
vised that the administration would seek
emergency powers to halt the airlines
strike on the ground that there was a na-
tional emergency or that continuation of
the strike would endanger the national
health, welfare, or safety. This was the
standard contained in the original reso-
lution introduced by the distinguished
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse]l, Senate Joint Resolution 181.

The Secretary of Labor testified before
our committee last Wednesday. Con-
trary to what we had been led to believe
was the administration’s position, the
Secretary testified that there was no na-
tional emergency, that there was no dan-
ger to the national health, safety, or wel-
fare and that there was no present
necessity for legislating emergency
powers to deal with the airlines strike.

In the first instance, then, we have the
administration testifying against a reso-
lution supposedly introduced at its re-
quest, and which according to rumor was
drafted by the Department of Justice.
When this question was raised at the
hearing, Senator Morse stated:

As a witness I want the record to show
that I assume full responsibility for Senate
Joint Resolution 181.

‘While I deeply admire and respect the
senior Senator from Oregon, this ob-
viously was not a responsive answer.

I am convinced that a resolution would
have been reported to the Senate last
Thursday by a practically unanimous
vote of the committee, probably in the
mandatory form desired by my friend,
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRrsgl,
had the administration taken the posi-
tion through the testimony of the Secre-
tary of Labor that a national emergency
existed or that the national health, wel-
fare, or safety was involved.
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Following last Wednesday's testimony
Senator Morse amended Senate Joint
Resolution 181 when the committee met
in executive session. The national
emergency test was deleted and replaced
by a finding that the labor dispute
threatens to substantially interrupt in-
terstate commerce to a degree such as to
deprive any section of the country of
essential transportation services. Sec-
retary Wirtz did testify that the facts
existed to warrant this congressional
finding.

As we all know, the parties reached
agreement on the terms of the new con-
tract last Friday evening following the
personal intervention of President John-
son, the terms of which agreement were
rejected by the union’s membership in a
ratification vote on Sunday.

Yesterday afternoon the Secretary of
Labor again testified before our commit-
tee. He acknowledged that all the ave-
nues of approach which he had felt were
open last Wednesday when he recom-
mended that our committee delay action
had been exhausted and that he did not
believe that an immediate voluntary
settlement of the labor dispute was pos-
sible. He further stated that, in his
opinion, the process of free collective
bargaining had taken a tremendous kick
in the teeth, with which conclusion I
agree.

He continued to maintain the position,
however, that there was no national
emergency, and that the national inter-
est in health, welfare, or safety still did
not warrant the enactment of emergency
legislation.

In fairness to the Secretary, his testi-
mony indicates overall that there is a
necessity for some kind of action because
of the substantial interruption of inter-
state commerce which has occurred. He
also stated clearly that the national in-
terest becomes more deeply involved with
every day that passes without an end to
the airlines strike.

However, despite repeated direct ques-
tioning from members of both political
parties, the Secretary refused to take a
position as to whether he felt the time
had come for legislation or as to whether
the administration desired the Congress
to enact emergency legislation immedi-
ately or at a later date. As I have al-
ready stated, I know of no instance when
an administration had refused to take a
position either for or agalnst a plece of
pending, major legislation.

In view of the facts which I have dis-
cussed, I conclude that the committee is
entirely warranted in providing that the
emergency powers contained in this reso-
lution shall become effective only when
invoked by the President through issu-
ance of Executive order or orders.

I have no hesitancy in granting the
President authority to invoke a special
mediation board based upon our finding
that this labor dispute threatens sub-
stantially to interfere with interstate
commerce to a degree such as to deprive
any section of the country of essential
transportation services. I have grave
reservations, however, about ordering
striking employees back to work upon
such a finding by Congress when the ad-
ministration takes the position that the




August 2, 1966

national interest is not involved. I be-
lieve that it would be entirely improper
for Congress to automatically direct the
strikers to return to work upon such a
finding when the administration refuses
to take the position that it wants this
legislation at the present time.

It has been said by the Secretary of
Labor and certain of my colleagues that
the issuance of an Executive order under
this resolution constitutes nothing more
than a ministerial act. I strongly dis-
agree with this conclusion. Under the
resolution reported by the committee,
Congress makes the findings necessary to
order a termination of the strike. In
view of the administration’s failure and
refusal to take a position as to the neces-
sity of this legislation, however, I believe
it entirely proper to leave it to the
President’s discretion to determine when
and if such powers should be invoked. I
believe that this will require the exercise
of sound judgment by the President far
exceeding his engaging in a purely min-
isterial act.

Turning to the substance of the reso-
lution reported by the committee, I do
not agree with those who say that its
procedures constitute a departure from
those embodied in the Railway Labor
Act.

Section 10 of the Railway Labor Act
provides that the mediation board shall
notify the President if, in its judgment,
a dispute between a carrier and its em-
ployees threatens to substantially inter-
rupt interstate commerce to a degree
such as to deprive any section of the
country of essential transportation serv-
ices.

Senate Joint Resolution 186 contains a
congressional finding to this effect, and
a further finding by Congress that emer-
gency measures are essential to the set-
tlement of the dispute and to the security
and continuity of transportation services
by the carriers involved.

Under section 10 of the Railway Labor
Act, upon notification by the mediation
board that such a labor dispute exists,
the President may create an emergency
board to investigate and report concern-
ing the merits of the labor dispute. It is
important to note that the Railway Labor
Act does not require the President to
create an emergency board and that this
is left entirely to his discretion. How-
ever, the original 30-day prohibition
against strikes and unilateral changes in
terms and conditions of employment does
not become effective unless the President
in fact creates an emergency board.

Under the Railway Labor Act, an
emergency board is required to report to
the President 30 days after its creation.
There is then a second 30-day period
during which no strikes may oceur.

Let us compare this with the provisions
of Senate Joint Resolution 186. Under
this resolution the President may in his
discretion prohibit strikes and changes in
terms or conditions of employment for a
total period of time not to exceed 180
days. He may also, if he so desires, con-
vene a Special Airline Dispute Board to
engage in further mediation. The find-~
ings necessary for this action are made
by Congress under this resolution as they
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are made by the mediation board under
the Railway Labor Act.

The only substantial difference that I
can see in the committee’s approach is
that the President may, under Senate
Joint Resolution 186, invoke the emer-
gency ban on strikes, lockouts, and uni-
lateral changes in terms and conditions
of employment without first or at the
same time creating a special airline dis-
pute board. This was done, however, to
permit the President to continue to use
the mediation board and the Secretary of
Labor in his attempts fo resolve this la-
bor dispute if he preferred this approach
to the creation of another special board.

Under the resolution, the President
may invoke the emergency powers con-
tained therein to stop the airlines strike,
and may then await developments for
whatever period of time he desires be-
fore creating the Special Board. To the
extent that the labor dispute may be set-
tled without the creation of another Spe-
cial Board after the strike has been ter-
minated, the resolution gives the Presi-
dent more flexibility than he is granted
under section 10 of the Railway Labor
Act.

Under the resolution, if a Special Air-
lines Dispute Board is created by the
President, it must submit a report con-
taining findings and recommendations
to the President 30 days prior to the ex-
piration of the maximum period covered
by this emergency legislation. This like-
wise is consistent with the provision in
the Railway Labor Act prohibiting a
strike for 30 days after the report of the
Emergency Board is submitted to the
President.

In view of the positions taken by the
Secretary of Labor last Wednesday and
yesterday in his testimony before our
committee, I regret that the Secretary
of Commerce and the Secretary of De-
fense were not also called as witnesses.

However, Mr. President, even on the
basis of the testimony before our com-
mittee, I cannot agree with the Secre-
tary of Labor’s conclusion that the na-
tional interest is not involved at the
present time. My action on this resolu-
tion has been strongly influenced by my
conclusion that there is imminent dan-
ger to the national health, welfare, and
safety.

I do not base my conclusion strictly
on the inconvenience being caused busi-
ness and private passengers, nor upon
the losses being incurred in related in-
dustries such as hotels and restaurants.
The record of our hearing is now avail-
able and I do not wish to repeat its con-
tents at length.

It is clear, however, that vital drug
supplies and other medicines are not be-
ing moved. It is clear that there has
been a substantial impact upon defense
contractors required to move personnel
from one section of the country to an-
other on a timely basis. The record is
replete with other indicia of an impend-
ing emergency. I am not trying to be
an alarmist, but the record leaves the
clear implication that the welfare and
safety of those members of the public
who are continuing to fly is becoming in-
creasingly involved due to the many,
many additional flights now being flown
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by airlines whose employees are not on
strike.

To summarize my feelings I believe
that this emergency legislation is needed
immediately because I am convinced that
the national interest is already involved.

I would like to direct a few remarks to
my many friends in organized labor. I
urge them to act responsibly in their col-
lective bargaining endeavors, and to
consider their actions in terms of the
public good as well as in terms of bene-
fits to the employees which they repre-
sent.

On prineiple, I am opposed to any leg-
islation which prohibits, denies, or im-
pedes a union from engaging in a legiti-
mate economic strike, This is so even
where, as here, I believe that the union
is completely wrong and should never
have called the strike in the first place.
I realize the crippling effect that remov-
ing the right to strike has when the
parties sit down at the bargaining table.

But, in a larger sense, I am afraid of
what may come from precedents of this
type. Many segments of the public and
a substantial number of Congressmen
have already expressed their desire for
compulsory arbitration, at least in trans-
portation and communication industries
subject to governmental control.

I understand that both management
and organized labor are completely
against compulsory arbitration. They
should be made aware, however, that *
support for this concept has gone far
beyond the point of mere talk.

I am unalterably opposed to compul-
sory arbitration. I know that if com-
pulsory arbitration comes to Govern-
ment-regulated industries, it will be that
much easier to take the next step and
apply it to our basic industries, and to
then take the final step and apply it to
free enterprise generally. The result
obviously will be the end of free collec-
tive bargaining as we have known it,
which has been greatly responsible for
making our Nation the economic giant
it is and for giving our people one of the
highest standards of living the world has
ever known,

For all these reasons, I regret deeply
when a segment of organized labor en-
gages in drresponsible conduct which
arouses the emotions of the general pub-
lic to a degree where they begin clamor-
ing for this type of legislation.

I say in all sincerity to the leaders of
organized labor, that if this emergency
legislation is passed and is fully utilized
without a settlement between the union
and the carriers, I am convinced that
resumption of the strike will result in the
introduction, consideration, and possible
enactment of compulsory arbitration
legislation.

I have not dealt with the inflationary
aspects of the union’s demands, because
I do not feel that this is a proper con-
sideration upon which to base this type
of legislation. However, I agree with
the statement of the senior Senator from
Oregon at the hearings on this matter,
that—

This is not only a bellwether case of this
union, this is a bellwether case of many

unions in this country. You are dealing
here not only with the Machinists Union;
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you are dealing here In this case with the
obvious strategy on the of a large
section of organized labor to break the in-
flationary controls.

So I say to organized labor that there
are two major concepts which you must
consider in contract negotiations which
transcend the immediate gains sought
for your members. First, you must con-
sider the public and the public’s interest
before engaging in work stoppages such
as the one presently under considera-
tion. Second, you must consider the
possible inflationary aspects of your de-
mands as they relate to the general
economy and the general welfare of our
country. A failure to act responsibly in
the former area may well result in com-
pulsory arbitration, while a failure in
the latter area must inevitably result
in the future imposition of governmental
wage and price controls. Either way,
both organized labor and free enter-
prise will suffer a serious setback over
the long run.

Mr. President, in view of the circum-
stances that exist today I urge prompt
passage of the resolution reported by
the Labor and Public Welfare Commit-
tee, to get the airplanes of this Nation
flying again.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PROUTY. I yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I wish to commend the
Senator on his excellent statement, and
I should like to associate myself generally
with what he has said.

Viewed purely on the merits, aside
from the political considerations which
seem to have creeped into the discussion,
and considering what would be best for
the future of collective bargaining, I
wonder if the Senator agrees with me
that it would be a grave mistake—
whether the President wishes us to do so
or not—for Congress by legislation to
order the airline employees back to work
under an inflexible 180-day order. That
would be for a 6-month period, without
any flexibility in the hands of the Presi-
dent.

Mr. PROUTY. I could not agree more
with the Senator.

In a sense, such legislation adopted by
Congress certainly would be interpreted
by large segments of organized labor as
strikebreaking legislation. That is the
last thing we wish. However, inflexibly
prolonging the ban against striking for
180 days comes pretty close to such
action. Obviously, if the Machinists
Union or any other union is forced back
to work, its bargaining position is not
nearly as good as it is when it is on strike
or when the threat of a strike is present.
I do not want to take the responsibility
for prohibiting an otherwise lawful eco-
nomic strike for 6 months in the present
circumstances.

Mr. GRIFFIN. It seems to me that
the best way to achieve any success in
reaching an agreement between the par-
ties is to leave some flexibility in the
hands of the administration, which is
necessarily required to deal with the
problem on a day-to-day basis. Con-
gress cannot deal with such a problem on
a day-to-day basis. We deliberate and
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then we pass a law. After the law is
on the books, the administration must
still deal with the situation on a day-to-
day basis.

It seems to me that it would be wise
for the Congress to pass authorizing
legislation which would give the admin-
istration some tools and some flexibility
with which to deal with the situation in
the hope that the parties will come to-
gether and reach an agreement. After
all, our ultimate objective should be
an agreement—not some order by Con-
gress that will force the workers back to
work under an inflexible 180-day order.
This would not achieve the result that
the Nation desires.

Mr. PROUTY. The Senator and I
are in complete agreement.

Certainly, the administration is in a
position to have access to all the facts,
to make determinations, and to exercise
persuasion, if that seems desirable, and
to bring the parties together. Congress
is not in a position to do that in a joint
resolution, and I agree that the degree
of discretion and flexibility to which you
refer is highly desirable.

Mr, GRIFFIN. A further question to
consider is whether the workers would
be more likely to go back to work if Con-
gress ordered them back, or if Congress
passed authorizing legislation under
which the President, exercising that au-
thority, based on the national interest,
could then require them to resume work-
ing. I am not sure of the answer to that
question. However, it is my opinion that
the workers would be more likely to go
back to work in response to the Presi-
dent’s execution of such an order.

Mr. PROUTY. I believe that the em-
ployees would go back to work under
either method, but in the absence of the
administration’s taking an affirmative
position that the national interest is in-
volved, I agree that they would do so
with less grumbling if the directions came
from the President.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the Senator
for yielding.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PROUTY. Iyield.

Mr. COOPER. I respect the judgment
of the Senator from Vermont, Senator
ProuTy and the Senator from Michigan,
Senator GrIFFIN. They serve on this
committee and I am familiar with their
faithful work to secure a fair resolution.
But as I noted in an earlier colloguy with
the Senator from Pennsylvania, Senator
CLARK, one argument is difficult for me to
follow as I see no difference in enacting
legislation which would restrict strikes
or lockouts whether the power is exer-
cised by the Congress or the President.

We are reluctant, and properly so, to
pass legislation which would prohibit or
restrict strikes and lockouts, All of us
feel the same way about such legislation
for many reasons. We believe it im-
pedes the process of collective bar-
gaining. And also, most important, we do
not like to tell men that they cannot
strike; work or not work, as they
please; that they cannot use their bar-
gaining power.

Yet I cannot see much difference be-
tween the two joint resolutions in this
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respect. Both prohibit strikes or lock-
outs for a certain period of time. Under
one, Congress itself prohibits the strike
or lockout—under the other—Congress
authorizes the President to do so.

Mr. PROUTY. Is the Senator refer-
ring to Senate Joint Resolution 181?

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

Mr. PROUTY. Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 186, which I am supporting, does
not do that.

Mr. COOPER. I know the Senator is
correct, but the joint resolution reported
by the committee, Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 186, provides that the President may
act, and thereupon a strike or a lockout
would be prohibited. That is correct, is
it not?

Mr. PROUTY. If the President finds
that to be desirable.

Mr. COOPER. The other proposal, in-
troduced by the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsel, which may be submitted
as a substitute provides that immedi-
ately upon approval of the joint resolu-
tion, a strike or a lockout would be pro-
hibited for, as I recall, 180 days, unless
the dispute is settled.

Mr. PROUTY. I am very much op-
posed to the Morse joint resolution. It
is nmot flexible and has not been re-
quested by the administration, although
the Secretary favors it over the bill re-
ported by the committee. It prohibits a
strike for 6 months.

Mr. COOPER. 1 do not see much dif-
ference. In one case, we would write
legislation prohibiting a strike or a lock-
out during a specified time—or until a
settlement is reached though bargaining.

In the other case, we use exactly the
same langauge, but leave to the Presi-
dent the decision to prohibit the strike
or a lockout.

Mr. PROUTY. We leave it to the dis-
cretion of the President, where I think it
should be, when the President has not
indicated he even wants emergency
powers at this time. The President is
able to take a much more flexible position
under the committee resolution directing
him to take action than that which could
be taken under the Morse resolution.

Mr. COOPER. But then we are in a
circle. We are acting in an emergency,
upon the ground that airline transporta-
tion should be maintained. We would
make & such finding but at the same time
provide that nothing should be done un-
less the President finds that it should be
done.

Mr. PROUTY. Under Senate Joint
Resolution 186, the President does not
have to utilize the 180 days; he may
designate a 3-day or a 10-day period, or
any other periods of time up to a total of
180 days.

Mr. COOPER. I see one possibility of
difference between the two joint resolu-
tions. If the President is given the
authority, we would assume that he
would quickly try to bring the parties
together, and it might not be necessary
to invoke the strike prchibition. I can
see that possible difference, but I must
say that I am not much impressed by the
argument that we are not writing tem-
porary legislation which will prohibit a
strike or a lockout. If there is an
emergency and the need for action. I do
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not see why we should abrogate our
responsibility to the President.

Mr. PROUTY. If the Senator is re-
ferring to some kind of permanent legis-
lation which would relate to labor dis-
putes generally, that may be a point well
taken. But in this instance we are deal-
ing only with a specific dispute; we are
not seeking to write general legislation.

Mr. COOPER. We are not dealing
with general legislation. We are dealing
with a specific situation—the airlines
strike. I say with great deference that,
on the one hand, we are saying that a
great emergency exists and ought to be
dealt with, if the President declares that
it should be dealt with——

Mr. PROUTY. The administration
has not suggested that a national emer-
gency exists or that the national inter-
est is imperiled at the present time. Had
any representative of the administra-
tion appeared before the committee and
so testified, I am sure that the Morse
resolution would have been reported
immediately.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Rus-
sELt of South Carolina in the chalr).
Does the Senator yield?

Mr. PROUTY. I yield.

Mr. SMATHERS. Did not the Secre-
tary of Labor say, however, when he first
testified, that if the conditions that
existed then continued we would have a
national emergency?

Mr. PROUTY. I do not think that he
said it in those terms. He may have said
it in connection with some remote time
in the future. He did not say it yester-
day.

Mr. SMATHERS. No; he did not put
a time limit on it, but he said that it
would be a national emergency. How
long do we have to suffer inconvenience
and severe economic disruption before
we act?

Mr. PROUTY. If this resolution is
passed, we will permit the President to
determine when the national interest
requires action.

Mr. SMATHERS. The airlines have
lost $150 million. One hundred-fifty
thousand would-be air travelers have
suffered every single day since the strike
began. As the able Senator from West
Virginia pointed out, and contrary to
what has been suggested, not only have
Congressmen, corporate executives, and
movie moguls been inconvenienced, but
there are many students who ride the
airlines, teachers on vacation who would
like to ride the airlines, and many other
people who would like to ride the air-
lines, To say that they can ride buses,
and that the strike is not really so seri-
ous is incorrect. The fact is that buses
and trains can not fully absorb all the
travelers that would normally be fiying.
People need the airlines. They are being
discommoded and inconvenienced; but
worse than that our health and economy
are being affected at a time when they
cannot stand a solar plexus blow.

Mr. PROUTY. I thank the Senator.
I think the Senator is correct, but the
Secretary of Labor has not told us that
and no representative of the adminis-
tration has suggested that. We asked
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the Secretary time and time again and
we did not get a response to the effect
that the administration considers this
an emergency.

Mr. SMATHERS. Doesnot the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. ProuTy] recall that
article 1, section 8 of the Constitution
says that the Congress has jurisdiction
over interstate and foreign commerce.
We have a responsibility in matters con-
cerning interstate commerce. It is true
that the President may have some re-
sponsibility but, as I recall, we are always
complaining that some other agency of
the Government is taking away our au-
thority.

Mr. PROUTY. We are not giving the
President much more flexibility than he
already has under the Railway Labor
Act.

Mr. SMATHERS. Why do we not act?
We have the authority, do we not?

Mr. PROUTY. I am not willing to act
in a mandatory fashion at the present
time unless the President or his repre-
sentatives tell us that the national in-
terest is affected and that the adminis-
tration desires legislation.

Mr. SMATHERS. Is the Senator go-
ing to maintain that position on all leg-
islation which comes before us? 1Is he
going to suggest that the Congress wait
until the President tells us what to do
before we do it?

Mr. PROUTY. Ibelieve thatthe Pres-
ident has that responsibility. This strike
has been going on for some months.

Mr. SMATHERS. And negotiations
for 1 year, or since August 9.

Mr, PROUTY. One year.

Mr. SMATHERS. That is why it is
not going to be settled in the next 4 or
5 days unless Congress acts. Congress
has the duty to aect and certainly we
have the authority to act.

Mr. PROUTY. But we should move
very carefully when we interfere with
the right to strike, unless we change the
laws and abolish free collective bargain-
ing,

If Congress were to pass compulsory
arbitration legislation, as some have sug-
gested, I think free collective bargaining
would be brought to an end. If we give
the President sufficient flexibility to work
these things out, I think we will have
made real progress, and will have pro-
tected and preserved collective bargain-
ing, at least for the time being.

Mr. SMATHERS. Would the Senator
agree that a year to negotiate is a rea-
sonable length of time?

Mr. PROUTY. It would seem so to
me, but I have not had access to all of
the facts and the information which has
been available to the administration.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I have
been following this colloquy between my
good friends, the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. Prouryl and the Senator from
Florida [Mr. SmaTHERS] with a great deal
of interest. Prior to this time I had a
colloquy with the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Crarx].

I wish that the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr, Pastore]l had been here at
that time. I see that once again he has
had to go elsewhere.

I think that there is a middle ground,
Mr. President, and I think that this is
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what we have lost sight of. I have greaf
respect for the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. Proury]l. Iknow that he is sincere
and a hard and able worker in this field,
but I do not agree with him. I think
that we are moving the wrong way when
we abrogate our responsibility and shift
the burden to the executive branch.

It strikes me that this is not following
our responsibility to the public.

In the airline industry, in the rail-
road industry, and in a good many other
transportation industries, we are deal-
ing with something which has been de-
clared by Congress, and in the history of
the country has been determined to be,
essential to the general public and the
national interest.

When there is a regulated industry of
this kind in which, as in the airline in-
dustry, rates are controlled, routes are
controlled, profits are controlled, safety
features are controlled, and the type of
equipment that can be used is carefully
controlled, I think we have a different
situation, in that our responsibility as
Senators is neither to the airlines nor to
the unions, but to the public; the publie
as a whole. Our responsibiliy is to those
who use the airlines as a basic means of
transportation both for passenger as
well as cargo purposes.

It seems to me Mr. President, that we
have an obligation to exercise that
responsibility.

Consequently, I am totally unwilling to
degrade the Congress by saying that we
have found that this is an essential trans-
portation breakdown, but not do any-
thing about it, and instead turn it over
to the President, so that he can do some-
thing about it, if he so chooses. I do not
believe that this is the correct approach.

How long has this been going on?
This strike is nothing new. It started
in August of 1965, as the Senator from
Florida [Mr. SmatuErs] stated. Nego-
tiations started, and when the contract
was going to be terminated they tried to
get together to settle some issues, but not
all. As it came into this year, it became
more and more apparent that the issues
were not going to be solved by negoti-
ations. The National Mediation Board
moved in. In April, after it had been
declared that there had been a break-
down in essential transportation services
in the country, a Presidential Emer-
gency Board was appointed. The Presi-
dential Emergency Board under the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl, with
two other highly qualified men in the
labor field, worked over this problem at
length and issued its report and recom-
mended a settlement. The airlines
accepted the proposal. The union
turned it down. That is, of course, the
prerogative of the union. This is what
started the strike situation.

Thus, there has been the finding of
the National Mediation Board, and a
finding by the President, that essential
transportation services have broken
down. The President and the National
Mediation Board have just determined
the same thing. A new Presidential
Emergency Board has been appointed in
the case of the American Airlines
threatened dispute, which I hope will
never come to a strike.
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Thus, we have as a background a series
of findings by the White House, by the
Department of Labor, and by the Na-
tional Mediation Board that there are
many severe problems in the transporta-
tion field—the airlines transportation
field in particular.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Colorado yield for a
question?

Mr. DOMINICK. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am reading from
page 2 of the resolution reported by the
committee, on line 3:

That or procedures for resolving such dis-
pute provided for in the Railway Labor Act
have been exhausted and have not resulted
in settlement of the dispute.

That is a fact, is it not, that under
all of the procedures provided by the
Railway Labor Act they have been ex-
hausted?

Mr. DOMINICK. That is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The language con-
tinues:
including a report and recommendations of
the emergency board No. 166.

That is the Morse Board; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. DOMINICK. That is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Continuing fo read:
a proffer of arbitration and mediation with
the parties by the National Mediation Board.

That means the National Mediation
Board said that it would arbitrate or
mediate, and that has been exhausted?

Mr. DOMINICEK. Yes. I would say
that it has not been wholly exhausted.
Arbitration, as I understand it, has been
turned down. Mediation is still going
on with the Labor Board and with the
National Mediation Board.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I concur with that.

Also, on line 9 of the bill on page 2,
there is the following language:
further, that the efforts of the National
Mediation Board and the Secretary of Labor
to settle this dispute have been unsuccessful;
and that it is desirable to achleve a settle-
ment of this dispute in a manner . ..

That is what the committee has said?

Mr. DOMINICKE. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Now, on line 15,
page 2, it states:

The Congress therefore finds and declares
that emergency measures are essential to
the settlement of this dispute and to the
security and continuity of transportation
services by such carriers,

Mr. DOMINICE. That is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. A moment ago, the
Senator made the statement that we find
transportation paralyzed and local com-
munities prejudicially affected economi-
cally, but then we refuse to do anything.

Mr. DOMINICK., Under the resolu-
tion, we turn it over to the President.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Turn it over fo the
President.

Mr. DOMINICKE. Which I cannot
wholly support. That is why I wrote my
individual views.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator
very much for his answers.

Mr. DOMINICEK. Ithank the Senator
from Ohio for highlighting these points.
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I want to continue, Mr. President, by
pointing out some of the testimony
which I think is important which Secre-
tary Wirtz gave to us last Wednesday
when he first came before the commit-
tee. I am not going to read very much,
but I will read from the summary, be-
cause I believe that the Recorp should
show it and many people will be in-
terested in reading the Secretary's state-
ments.

I quote from page 9 of the hearings:

I would sum up the situation this way:

1. This strike has of course a direct and
unguesetionably serious impact on the com-
panies and on their employees.

2. It has caused extensive disruption and
inconvenience in air travel and transport
generally.

8. It has hurt particular businesses and
particular areas badly.

4. It has had a marked but not large scale
effect on the economy generally.

5. It has slowed up the Postal Service
significantly.

6. It has not affected the defense or mili-
tary effort materially.

And I want to emphasize this—

7. There are definite signs of increasing
loss, cost, inconvenience, and possible danger.

Now, Mr. President, I report that in
the REecorp because that was last
Wednesday.

The strike continues.

One of the problems we have is with
respect to the other airlines which are
still operating and trying to take up some
of the load. There is a rule in the Fed-
eral Aviation Authority fhat pilots can-
not fly for more than 80 hours a manth,
I believe it is. In their effort to take
up this load, more scheduling has oc-
curred and greater efforts have been
made on the part of the other airlines.
In many cases, they are finding that
there are pilots disqualified from con-
tinuing to fiy, under FAA regulations,
as the end of the month approaches.
Therefore, they have to cut back on
their schedules and this is making it
more rnd more difficult. As to main-
tenance of aireraft, where other airlines
have increased schedules to the maxi-
mum extent possible, it is very difficult
for the employees of the airlines to make
sure that maintenance is being carried
on properly.

The employees involved in this work
are fine people and highly qualified and
I sympathize with their desire to try
to get a higher wage. I see no reason
why they should not receive higher wages
with the increase in produetivity which
has come to the airlines; but, I do not
want t) get into the merits of the actual
dispute, nor does it seem to me that that
is our funetion in Congress.

As I said earlier, our function is to fry
to do something to take care of the public
interest which is involved in this particu-
lar problem.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question at that
point?

Mr. DOMINICEK. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. So far as I am con-
cerned, there is a paradox in the testi-
mony given by the Secretary of Labor,
Mr. Wirta, with his ultimate refusal to
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make any specific recommendations. My
understanding is that he testified yester-
day he feels that the problem will not be
solved unless legislation is adopted, but
he does not recommend legislation.
Moreover, he does not want the failure
to recommend legislation to be construed
that he is against it.

Mr. DOMINICK. I think that is en-
tirely accurate. That entertained me at
the time he said it and I believe that it
entertained the whole committee.

Mr. LAUSCHE, I simply do not un-
derstand that.

Mr. DOMINICE. That was a wide-
legged straddle of a very precarious
fence.

Mr. LAUSCHE. My question is: Un-
derstanding that Secretary Wirtz and
others have refused to recommend any-
thing, does that alter our responsibility
as Members of Congress to take the nec-
essary action to remedy the wrong which
is being perpetrated on the national
economy?

Mr. DOMINICK. I do not think it
changes our responsibility, because I
think we had the responsibility from the
beginning to legislate, but do think it
points it up and points it up succinetly.

I might say there was an interesting
shift in position on the part of the ad-
ministration between the time the Secre-
tary testified last Wednesday and the
time he testified yesterday.

As of last Wednesday, when we were
considering legislation, he stated he
thought if we should hold up, because
there were significant signs of progress
in the negotiations and that the collec-
tive bargaining system should have one
last clear chance.

We held up. Some of us were reluc-
tant to do so, because we did not think
we were going to get a settlement.
Nevertheless, a settlement was agreed to
on Friday evening.

The interesting thing is that when the
Secretary came back to testify yester-
day, after the union had rejected the
settlement, he no longer said he did not
want any legislation. He simply took
the position of “Hands off. I am not
going to touch it at all.” He said, “I am
not going to recommend against it; I am
not going to recommend for it.” But he
also said, and he said it carefully, and
I hope I am not misstating the tenor of
what he said, that he could see no such
significant sign of a hope for a settle-
ment as he did Wednesday. What he
indicated, to me, was that there was
nothing in fhe immediate future that
would give him reason to tell the com-
mittee that if we did not pass legislation,
the parties would settle the dispute.

This is pretty well borne out. When
there is a situation of a dispute which
has lasted a year and a strike has finally
resulted, someone should take action and
inject new stimulus.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOMINICK., I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I have listened to the
argument this afternoon that the admin-
istration refuses to make a recommenda-~
tion. I have my own answer as to what
prineciple shall guide me in my ultimate
determination. But I ask the Senator
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from Colorado, How does he answer the
argument that “Inasmuch as the admin-~
istration refuses to take a step, why
should the Congress?"”

Mr. DOMINICK. I think we need
only consider what has occurred from
the time of the appointment of the presi-
dential emergency board, the testimony
before the committee, as well as the ob-
servations of any Senator who has tried
to travel anywhere. My office is piled up
with mail, including that from employees
of the airlines on strike, asking me to
“Please do something.” It is therefore
our responsibility here, where it belongs,
to do something about it. I think the
failure of the President and his admin-
istration to give a recommendation is
awful. There is no excuse for it. I think
they have fallen flat in this area. I can
only assume why they have not made
recommendations. I do not want to im-
pute any particular motives, but labor
does want to stand firm. It wants to
hold whatever economic power can be
exercised by it.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Regardless of what
Secretary Wirtz has failed to recom-
mend, I believe Congress has a respon-
sibility of its own. We should not con-
fess that we will do only those things—
nothing else—that the administration
recommends.

Mr. DOMINICE. I completely agree
with the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator
for yielding.

Mr. DOMINICK. I wish to make a
few more comments.

In view of the fact that the President
has made no recommendation, I suppose
it is still open as to whether he would
take any action. That could leave the
whole country in confusion once again.

The administration has stated in com-
mittee—and I say this to the Senator
from Pennsylvania—that it does not like
the Clark resolution, Senate Joint Reso-
lution 186, and that if faced with a
cholce, it would prefer the Morse resolu-
tion, Senate Joint Resolution 181, some-
what modified. I suppose what it is in
effect saying is, “We prefer to have Con-
gress take responsibility and move in.”

But there is the problem of Senate
Joint Resolution 181, the Morse resolu-
tion. It provides that Congress will say
to the union members that they must go
back to work in a mandatory form for
6 months. I cannot support that kind of
determination. I do not think we should
put a mandamus on the working people
of this country for that period of time.
Therefore, I could not support that reso-
lution any more than I could support the
Clark resolution.

I think there is room for compromise.
This is the point I made and tried to
bring up over and over again in the com-
mittee, and we had some close votes on it.
There is room for compromise by having
Congress exercise its responsibility and
say, “We think you are reasonable peo-
ple. You have got to go back to work
and at the same time negotiate, but you
must go back to work for a period of 30
days, or 60 days, but no more than 60
days.” At the end of that time, if the
dispute has not been settled, the Pres-
ident will look at the circumstances as
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they then are, and, if he so decides, he
can keep the transportation industry
moving, and he can keep the men work-
ing and continue the negotiations, for
up to 120 additional days, if that is what
he wants.

I have prepared an amendment which
reinstates the cooling off period of the
Railway Labor Act for 60 days, effective
immediately when the President signs
the joint resolution. Then it can be ex-
tended for periods, to give it flexibility,
by the President, but for a total not to
exceed 120 additional days.

That will bring it back to the new
Congress when it convenes if nothing has
been settled in the meantime. Congress
could then take action if nothing had
been settled.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. DOMINICEK. Iyield.
Mr. CLARK. I am interested in the

mathematics used by the Senator. Did
I understand the total to be 120 days?

Mr. DOMINICK. No; 180 days.

Mr. CLARK. That would bring it in-
to February.

Mr. DOMINICK. It would be for as
long as 180 days. I am not exactly sure
how long that would be.

Mr. CLAREK. It would take it into
February.

Mr. DOMINICK. He does not have
to invoke it for that long. If the Presi-
dent decided to invoke it only for 10 days,
he could call Congress back into session.
But my proposal does not require a 180-
day period, and it does not pass the buck
to the President. My proposal provides
that Congress takes authority, and after
a period of 6C days, the President could
go forward.

Mr. President, having explained my
amendment, I now send it to the desk.
I shall not call it up at this time, but
I send it to the desk so that it will be
before us.

I ask that it be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, printed, and
lie at the desk.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I
want to talk a little about the special
board. It seems to me there is some
doubt as to why a Special Airline Dispute
Board should be established. I suppose
the purpose of providing for it was to
inject something new into the argument
between the parties, but at least under
the amendment as I have proposed it, if
it is accepted as part of the legislation,
the Special Airline Dispute Board would
come into the picture after the 60-day
period, after the President has acted,
first, to put the people back to work for
a further period of time, and, second,
put the board into operation.

This would give the National Media-
tion Board and the ordinary labor nego-
tiators the opportunity to continue ne-
gotiations.

I do not think, Mr. President, that
this dispute will last long after Congress
has taken action. I think within a very
short time we will have a settlement;
because most of the employees want to
go back to work., If the settlement had
been explained to them fully, I think
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they would have gone back to work last
time; for my guess is that in rejecting
the settlement they were simply saying,
“We are not going to be bossed around
by the White House, and we are going
to reject something which has been
pushed upon us in this fashion.”

Mr. President, I hope we can take ac-
tion very soon. The Senate is a great
body. I have vast respect for the Sen-
ators who hold differing viewpoints. But
I do not think we are likely to pass any
resolution, either the Clark resolution or
the Morse resolution, unless we can
reach some compromise. I hope that
what I have sent to the desk may prove
to be one possible form of compromise.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 AM.

TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, when the
Senate completes ifs business tonight, it
stand in adjournment until 11 o’clock
tomorrow morning. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I was one
of the architects of the plan which is
finally before the Senate in the form of
the Clark resolution—Senate Joint Reso-
lution 186. I should like to lay before the
Senate the considerations which went
into the development of that resolution,
what it means, what we hope for it, and
what are the possible areas for bringing
about the maximum consensus it is possi-
ble for the Senate to reach.

First, Mr. President, it was and is very
clear—as I am sure has been discussed
heretofore—that there is no legal au-
thority on the books for the President of
the United States to use. There is noth-
ing he can do now except try to bring
the parties together by mediation.

Second, we have here a situation which
is not an emergency involving the na-
tional health and safety as yet—though
it may become such an emergency—and
therefore it does not meet what is com-
monly referred to as the Taft-Hartley
standard. But the facts certainly war-
rant a finding that the dispute threatens
substantially to interrupt interstate com-
merce to such a degree as to deprive any
section of the country of essential trans-
portation services; so it fully qualifies,
and continues to gqualify, under the Rail-
way Labor Act—upon which the resolu-
tion before us is essentially based—as an
emergency situation.

Among the substantive points which
appeal most to me is the fact that Con-
gress has had to proceed pretty much on
its own. TUnbelievably, to me, the ad-
ministration did not come in with any
recommendation at all. In the situation
in which the country finds itself, the
Railway Labor Act inhibits a continuing
strike. Nonetheless, because the law has
run out, there is a strike, notwithstand-
ing the declared policy of the Nation that
under such circumstances there should
not be one. That being the situation, one
would certainly expect that the Presi-
dent would recommend to Congress what
he felt was needed to fill in the vacuum
leit by the state of the law. Buf try as
we would, on both sides of the aisle, it was
impossible to obtain from the Secretary
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of Labor—as he was obviously unin-
structed—any recommendation what-
ever., We had only the most general
personal ideas upon which to proceed—
except that it has been communicated
to us by various and sundry means that
the administration much prefers the
Morse resolution to the Clark resolution.

But in the absence of recommenda-
tions—and I deeply feel that this lack
represents a real failure on the part of
the administration to shoulder its re-
sponsibility—the mere fact that it is
believed that the administration would
prefer the Morse proposal to the Clark
proposal, without assigning any good
reason therefor, Mr. President, aside from
perhaps the political reason that the
President would not like to exercise this
authority himself, leaves us, I think, in
the position where Congress is very much
on its own as to what it may decide to
do.

The other problem we face is that

* there is no assurance, if we give the Presi-
dent the authority contained in the Clark
resolution, that he will use it. This, I
believe, is a very critical point as far as
Congress is concerned, because it seems
to me that it would be really demeaning
for Congress to pass legislation of this
character, giving authority to bring the
men back to work, with no assurance
whatever that the authority would be
utilized by the President. But we could
obtain no such assurance from the Secre-
tary of Labor.

Under those circumstances, Mr. Presi-
gent., the question was, “What shall we

0?”

My own opinion, based upon the ex-
tended efforts which we made in the
committee, was that the optimum solu-
tion would be to utilize the entirely war-
ranted finding that there is a substantial
interruption of essential transportation
service as the basis for continuing the
provision of the Railway Labor Act
which automatically inhibits a strike or
a lockout as long as the mediation pro-
cedures and emergency board procedures
provided under that law are operating
and for 30 days thereafter; and that this
would result in an automatic require-
ment in the legislation that the work
stoppage be ended.

I have, however, felt that 6 months of
inflexibility on that score was much too
long. After some consideration of the
matter, the optimum period seemed to
me to be something in the area of 30 to
60 days. The suggestion made here by
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Dom-
iNick] and made in the committee by
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. FANNIN]
seemed to me to be entirely in accord
with the law and the facts, if such period
were succeeded by two additional peri-
ods, to be invoked if the President de-
termined that the conditions under
which Congress invoked the first period
still continued—a provision very similar
in theory to the Clark resolution.

But, Mr. President, it was impossible
to obtain a consensus in the committee,
or a majority adequate to report out such
legislation, even though logic dictated
that that was the way in which the
matter should be handled. The report-
ing of such a measure being impossible,
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though it followed logie, the law, and
the legal precedents as we saw them, we
did the next best thing, We did that
which it was possible to get the com-
mittee to support, and reported the
resolution which is here sponsored by
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLARK].

I may say that a tentative measure
before the committee at the end of last
week provided for a similar period of
time, but divided into three installments
of 60 days each, all of which were to be
triggered, as it were, by the President.
This was the development for which the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. GrIFFIN]
and I were responsible—were the archi-
tects—solely for the purpose of getting a
consensus in committee, as it seemed to
command a consensus.

But when the Secretary of Labor tes-
tified, as he did before the committee on
Monday—and this was the only clue he
gave us—that the administration pre-
ferred to deal with a total period of
180 days rather than individual periods
of 60 days, it was that alternative which
developed the consensus, and that was
what the committee reported to the
Senate.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield?

Mr. JAVITS. 1yield.

Mr. CLAREK. The Senator from New
York was originally a cosponsor of the
original Morse amendment, was he not?

Mr. JAVITS. Yes, I was—of the
Morse proposal.

Mr. CLARK. In the course of the de-
liberations in committee, the Senator
from New York was one of those who
voted for the committee proposal, was
he not?

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct.

Mr. CLARK. Do I now understand
that the Senator has had a third change
of mind, and has a third alternative?

Mr. JAVITS. No, the Senator from
New York has none, because he voted
in committee, not once, but several times,
for the 60-day mandatory period. The
Senator from New York has been con-
sistent in the fact that it is an optimum
plan. I have always said so, have always
maintained that, and have voted in that
way consistently.

Mr. CLAREK. That was not the origi-
nal Morse proposal.

Mr. JAVITS. That was not the origi-
nal Morse proposal, but I favored the
Morse proposal, so far because it had a
recital of a national emergency. How-
ever, we could not get evidence to sus-
tain such a recital. Therefore, I believed
we had to have some modification of the
terms of the proposal itself. The modi-
fication that I thought was best, and the
one that I supported by my vote con-
sistently, was a 60-day mandatory pe-
riod, with two additional extensions to
be given to the President.

I still think that that is the optimum,
but I also believed very deeply that the
Senate was under a duty to act in this
matter. In my judgment, the proposal
we have brought to the Senate is a
feasible and practical one. It gives the
Senate an opportunity to act and to deal
with what is a complete vacuum in the
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law, Therefore, I supported it and do
support it now. But this does not, as it
did not in committee, prevent me from
supporting an optimum plan, if it is sub-
mitted to the Senate, as it undoubtedly
will be, and as it was submitted in com-
mittee, by way of a substitute.

Mr, CLARK. Mr, President, do I cor-
rectly understand that the present view
of the Senator is that he would support
the Dominick amendment, which has
gone to the desk, in preference to the
committee bill, but, if that were to fail,
he would still vote for the committee-
reported resolution?

Mr. JAVITS. That is exactly what I
did in committee. I think that is the
best thing that can be done under the
circumstances before us, though it does
not represent an optimum solution in this
controversy.

Mr. President, the main point—which
I think we all wish to guard against in
the Senate—is not to rush through a
measure to solve the problem and run
the risk which was run some years ago
in Congress when the House—fortu-
nately the Senate did not act in that
manner—undertook a procedure which
would have brought the railroad strikers
back into service as Army conscripts.
The Senate and the House, I think, have
spent a very long time regretting that
incident.

It is always a kind of apparition and
warning to us that we do not want to
repeat that experience. It is, therefore,
I think, our duty to report to the Sen-
ate that in this particular case, notwith-
standing the exigencies which have faced
us and which continue to face us, a great
amount of intelligence and labor was
expended in this endeavor.. Hearings
were had in respect to this piece of legis-
lation. The Government, as represented
by the Secretary of Labor, gave us the
authoritative facts gathered from all de-
partments with respeet to this matter.

Most importantly, we heard from the
union. We heard from the chairman of
the negotiating committee for the car-
riers. These parties appeared before us
and gave testimony. We have a factual
record before the Senate, a record upon
which we acted, and it is a factual rec-
ord upon which the Senate may act.

We explored various propositions. We
debated in the committee hour after
hour with the greatest diligence and, I
think, with the most exemplary thor-
oughness. The result which is before
the Senate, as reflected by the measure
of the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crarxl], is a true consensus of the com-
mittee. It is truly the result of the kind
of committee inquiry on the facts and
deliberation and drafting which the Sen-
ate has a right to expect from one of its
committees.

I believe that, as far as we have gone
today, I would have every justification
for supporting—and I shall support—
the Clark resolution, assuming that it
cannot be improved, as it could not be
improved in committee, in the way I
have referred to.

We failed in that endeavor in commit-
tee, and perhaps, from all indications, we
shall fail in that effort here., Therefore,
the Clark resolution will be again, as it
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was In committee, the thing that we
should support.

It should be emphasized that this is not
the result of a hasty job. It is the result,
I think, of a very thorough and work-
manlike job. I believe it will work, al-
though I must say that I am deeply dis-
quieted by the fact that the President
has not indicated that he will actually
use it.

As to the workers, I yield to no one in
my being a prolabor Senator. How-
ever, that does not mean that I do not
have an eye open {or the national interest
or for the interest of our people as they
require essential transportation services.

‘We have been careful in the retroactiv-
ity phase of this resolution to see that it
does not contain elements of compulsory
arbitration, but does leave the matter
to the negotiation of the parties.

One thing that I think is admirable in
this resolution is that it does not en-
deavor to write the terms under which
the men will work except, of course, that
there shall be no more adverse terms
than those which they had under their
last contract.

This legislation is drafted with genu-
ine concern for the relationship between
the carriers and the employees, as well
as the public, and for the morale in-
volved in the return of the men to work
under this resolution by order of the
President. That morale should be en-
couraged rather than discouraged by the
interim terms and conditions of work
while negotiations continue.

We have left this, I think, rather de-
signedly open. I think it is a very in-
telligent thing that we have done so.
We have been realistic, practical, and
also respectful of the position of the
workers when, because of the overriding
public interest, we call upon them to re-
turn to work.

Mr. President, this is a public utility
industry. It is a public service in-
dustry. Hence, the rules which we have
a right to apply in respect of labor-man-
agement relations here are different
from what they would be were this a
different kind of business. Indeed, the
Railway Labor Act itself carries out that
intent. The essential direction of the
resolution which we are considering—
of which the senior Senator from Ore-
gon was the original author—is to carry
out the technique and philosophy of the
Railway Labor Act. That, I think, is a
proper and a very intelligent way in
which to handle the situation.

One of the things which has troubled
me and has troubled the senior Senator
from Oregon and so many other Sena-
tors is the fact that after all of the pain
and anguish we went through in 1963
with the railroad dispute, the scares
which we have had with steel and other
industries, the privations which the peo-
ple of the city of New York endured
during their transit strike, and the diffi-
culties which we currently face in the
airlines strike—with other impending
strikes at General Electric, Westing-
house, in communications, the steel in-
dustry, the trucking industry, and the
automobile industry—we still do not
have anything on the books to deal with
the essential and final responsibility of
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government to Insure its own opera-
tions.

I do not believe that the proposed leg-
islation, dealing with a specific emer-
gency, will be complete when it leaves
here, unless it contains something which
indicates our determination not to go
unprepared any longer, in such a serious
way, in the national interest.

AMENDMENT NO. Tis8

Mr. President, with the kind collabora-
tion of the Senafor from Oregon [Mr.
Morse], I propose an amendment to the
resolution, which I send to the desk for
printing as follows:

On page 3, line 20, insert “(a)" after “4”.

On page 4, between lines 6 and 7, insert
the following:

“(b) The Secretary of Labor is hereby
directed to commence immediately a com-
plete study of the operations and adequacy
of the emergency labor disputes provisions
of the Railway Labor Act and the Labor-
Management Relations Act. The Secretary
is further instructed to report to the Con-
gress by January 15, 1967, the findings of
such study together with appropriate recom-
mendations for such amendments to the
Raillway Labor Act and the Labor-Manage-
ment Relations Act as will provide permanent
procedures to make unnecessary in the future
such special legislation as is embodied in this
joint resolution.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, let us
remember that we were promised such
recommendations by the President of the
United States in his message on the state
of the Union, and that they have not
come forward. We would be in an
infinitely stronger position to deal with
our problems now, were a law on the
books which did not require emergency
legislation such as that which is before
us now, and which would, on the con-
trary, keep the men at work.

For those reasons, I hope that we will
see fit to deal with this dispute, at the
very least, as set out by the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Crarx] in his meas-
ure, and that we will at the same time
insist that the time has come for us to
have from the administration some finite
and definitive recommendations for a
permanent plan by which we can deal
with these problems, so that we will not
again be caught unprepared in so serious
a national situation as we face today.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I com-
mend the senior Senator from New York
and the senior Senator from Oregon for
making this recommendation and for
placing the proposed legislation before
the Senate. I also commend them for
their excellent work. The Senators have
been working for weeks—the Senator
from Oregon for months—on this prob-
lem. Without their assistance, it would
have been difficult to have carried this
matter through. I wish at this time to
recognize them for their outstanding
service in this regard.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr, President, during
his testimony before the Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare Committee, Secretary of
Labor Wirtz said the Nation had been
“kicked in the teeth” by the machinist
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union’s rejection of a recommended set-
tlement in the airlines dispute.

His observation is correct, even if be-
lated. The American public for too long
has been the innocent victim of irrespon-
sible union strikes, of which this stoppage
of essential air service is only the latest
example.

The chair that should have been re-
served for the public interest at the bar-
gaining table has been vacant too long.

As a member of the minority on the
committee, I strongly supported amend-
ments that would have resulted in the
immediate return to work of the union
members and the speedy resumption of
passenger and cargo service, pending re-
newed negotiations toward an agree-
ment. The majority of the committee,
in reporting the resolution under con-
sideration, saw fit to leave this step to
the discretionary power of the Presidernt.

In my opinion, this action represents
an evasion of our congressional responsi-
bility to act in the public interest.

I voted against reporting this particu-
lar resolution for that reason, although
I strongly believe that immediate legis-
lative action is required to end the erip-
pling tieup of a major segment of our
Nation’s air passenger and cargo service.

Let us remember, however, that the

legislation we are dealing with today, in
an atmosphere of crisis and public in-
dignation, is at best a makeshift remedy
which weuld solve nothing in the long
Trun.
Hopefully, the union and the carriers
can be persuaded to resume meaningful
negotiations. But there is little reason
for optimism on this point, in view of
the adamant stand of the union,

The American people should under-
stand that we are only legislating an-
other postponement and providing for
another attempt by another presidential
panel. We are plowing the same furrow
twice.

We have responded to a symptom—but
we are not treating the disease.

To those who are sincerely disturbed
at the prospect of Government interfer-
ence in the collective bargaining process,
I say that there are other rights in this
republic in addition to those special ones
enjoyed by organized labor.

On behalf of the public safety and wel-
fare, the Federal Government already
is heavily engaged in the regulation of
interstate transportation services. It is
unthinkable that Federal power should
not be employed to terminate a strike
whose total impact on our economy is
running into millions of dollars daily.

Public convenience is hardly the only
factor in this dispute—or even the major
one. Mail delay, not to mention the very
real adverse effect on our national de-
fense effort, cannot long be endured in a
modern society.

My own State of Arizona affords a
prime indication of how this continuing
disruption in air service is hampering
the progress of our defense production
program.

The electronics industry is particularly
dependent upon a constant two-way flow
of men and material between the various
scientific and technological complexes in
the country. Air cargo is the standard
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means of shipping the small light-weight
components of electronics equipment.

In the Phoenix valley alone, there is
a major concentration of industries en-
gaged in defense production which have
been hit hard by this strike. I have
telegrams from many of them, including
such prominent defense contractors as
General Electric, Motorola, Sperry,
Goodyear Aerospace, Airesearch and oth-
ers, attesting to delays in shipment of
vital materials and components, some of
which are directly related to our military
forces in Vietnam.

This is just one area. Multiply this
situation by similar effects on giant elec-
tronics concentrations in other States
of the Union and one can gain some idea
of how this strike is definitely harming
our national security.

The true extent of this strike, in terms
of its eventual impact on the scheduling
and delivery of defense-related produc-
tion, may not be known for months.

As I have said on many occasions, we
are now reaping the harvest of our long-
standing failure to redress the balance of
power between management and mono-
lithie unions.

Three decades of legislative and ad-
ministrative favoritism to organized
labor have progressively choked off con-
sideration of the public interest in major
strikes.

Unions no longer are weak, divided,
and deserving of special privilege to pro-
tect themselves against corporate power.
Nurtured by favorable Federal laws and
court decisions, they have grown rich
and strong

1t is only stating the obvious to note
that many unions have not demonstrated
the maturity and responsibility in the
exercise of power which their congres-
sional champions always argued they
would.

In the final analysis, Mr. President, no
amount of election year oratory can ob-
sceure the fact that much of this problem
can be laid squarely at the doorstep of
Congress.

Congress enacted the laws that made
it possible for labor to acquire the power
now being wielded against the public
interest. It is up to Congress to revise
those laws and to bring them into line
with today’s conditions.

In my judgment, the obligation of
Congress to undertake a comprehensive
study and revision of our entire labor-
management code has never been more
clearly emphasized than it has been by
events of the past 2 years.

Our real need is not for strike-break-
ing laws, Mr. President, but for strike-
preventing laws. Only when the power
scales have been rebalanced can we look
forward to an honest measure for the
public.

Mr, President, Senator Dominick has
discussed an amendment that he will
offer. This amendment would give the
Senate an opportunity to take immediate
action that would bring about a resump-
tion of service by the carriers involved
in the eurrent strike,

Mr. President, I shall support the
Dominick amendment, which is similar
t'xgt 1f.he amendment I offered to the com-

tee.
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have
just authorized the release of the sub-
stitute amendment which I offered
earlier this afternoon.

The Senate and the press should know
that the reason why I have been off the
floor most of the afternoon, while the
debate has been on, is that I have been in
one conference after another, as we have
discussed with officials of the Govern-
ment—and with Members of the Senate,
on both sides of the aisle—various sug-
gestions for perfecting the amendment
and for modifying it in some respects.

Mr. President, I wish to make very
clear, before I make the speech that has
already been delivered to the Press
Gallery in manuscript form that those of
us opposed to the committee’s resolution
are in agreement that the major prin-
ciple of the Morse resolution should be
preserved. That principle provides that
Congress and not the President should
order that the strike end and the men
be sent back to work if necessary by
writ order.

In other words, the modified resolution
that I shall offer tomorrow will not in
any way vary from this basic prineiple
which represents the great difference
between the substitute and the resolu-
tion recommended by the committee.

We all know what the great division
is in this debate as far as this basic
principle is concerned. The division is
whether the Congress should pass a
resolution that authorizes the President
to order that the men go back to work
for a definite period of time and to take
necessary legal steps to have the order
carried out, or whether the Congress
should pass a resolution that makes that
provision on the basis of the decision of
the Congress, confirmed by the Presi-
dent when he signs the resolution.

That is the major issue. I believe it
is a very basic issue.

There have been suggested this after-
noon various modifications or perfecting
provisions for a 60-day period or a 90-
day period, or variations of that. The
Dominick amendment has been sub-
mitted. It is well known by the mem-
bers of the committee that I, in commit-
tee, voted for the basic principle of the
Dominick amendment, in trying to work
out a conscionable negotiated settle-
ment of the differences that developed
in the committee. =

In my judgment, the important thing
to keep in mind is whether or not Con-
gress is going to maintain control of this
situation by saying, to use the language
of my amendment, that there is this in-
terruption in essential transportation
that affects various sections of the
country.

On the basis of that premise, Mr.
President, we rest our resolution. We
believe that the Congress should make
that finding and pass a resolution, if
signed by the President, that orders the
men back to work.

The reasons why I support that prin-
ciple are set forth in the speech that I
intended to give at a much earlier hour
today, and would have given except for
the conferences which I engaged in—
which, in my opinion, was the first order
of business. However, I do not think
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the record should close today without
there being presented the point of view
on the other side of the issue from that
already expressed by my friend from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Crark] in support of
the resolution which the majority of the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
by a vote of 10 to 6 has sent to the floor
of the Senate.

The main action taken by the Senate
Labor Committee to change my resolu-
tion was to remove from the authority
of Congress the decision of sending men
back to work, and authorizing the Presi-
dent to do it, at his discretion.

“The President may” are the key
words of the committee bill.

During sald period of time none of the
parties to the controversy, or affillates of said

parties shall engage in or continue any strike
or lockout.

Are the key words of my original reso-
lution.

The question is whether we are going
to adopt a resolution that in effect says
that the President “may,” or whether we
are going to adopt a resolution that says
“During said period of time none of the
parties to the controversy, or affiliates of
said parties shall engage in or continue
any strike or lockout.” These are the
key words of my original resolution.

This section is then enforceable upon
suit in Federal court by either of the
parties or by the Attorney General of the
United States.

The issue here is not complicated. It
is as simple as election day. I have of-
fered my resolution in this form because
the Constitution of the United States
vests the authority and responsibility for
regulating interstate commerce with the
Congress. It does not vest it with the
President or his executive branch. The
Constitution vests it in the Congress. My
resolution is based on the language of
the Railway Labor Act, which in turn
is predicated upon the power of the Con-
gress to regulate commerce. Anything
less than the exercise of this authority
by Congress will, as I have said, amount
to passing the buck to the President.

The answer came back in committee:

He passed the buck to us by refusing to
recommend legislation; now we are going to
pass it right back to him.

It is a sad day for the U.S. Senate and
the American people when protection of
the country’s right to essential transpor-
tation service becomes an issue of who
can be the last to hold the hot potato.

I do not deny that this is a hot potato.
The lobbyists not only for the Interna-
tional Association of Machinists, but for
the entire AFL-CIO and many of its
associated unions were crowded outside
the rooms of the Senate Labor Commit-
tee throughout the consideration of this
subject. They are crowded now outside
the Senate Chamber and they are in the
gallery today. That is their right. I
protect them in that right. It is also
their right to remind Senators how
dependent many of them are upon the
support of organized unions in their
forthcoming campaigns for reelection.

I know how important that support
can be. My campaign committees get a
good deal of my campaign money in
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every campaign from the political action
funds of organized labor, and my cam-
paigns rely heavily upon their active as-
sistance. I get a good deal of my cam-
paign money as well, from other groups,
including the farmers, consumers, house-
wives, professional groups, teachers, and
many others. It is not easy to be in the
position of calling for congressional ac-
tion to suspend the strike of a leading
union, or any union.

I never hesitated to do it in the past
and I shall not hesitate to do it now or
in the future because when one runs for
the Senate and is elected, he is not
bound by any group that supported him
in the campaign. He is elected on the
assumption that he could be trusted to
exercise honest, independent judgment
on the merits of the issues, and in ac-
cordance with the facts as he finds them,
and carry out his responsibility and trust
that his office places in him.

In my judgment, the procedure of the
union in resorting fo strike in the criti-
cal circumstances that confront this
Republic in the hours in which we live is
a failure on the part of a union to carry
out its responsibility. But I have my
responsibility to carry out, and I propose
to carry it out irrespective of how much
goodwill or illwill it may earn for me in
the ranks of this union or any other
union.

But my duties, and those of every
Senator, go far beyond our obligations to
organized labor for campaign support.
They go to all the people who sent us
here, whether they voted for or against
us; and our responsibilities go to the Con-
stitution of the United States, which
states that—

Congress shall have power . . . to regulate
commerce with foreign natlons, and among
the several states,

I point out to Senators that the choice
posed in this situation is not one of leg-
islating or not legislating. Ten members
of the Senate Labor Committee voted to
recommend this bill favorably to the
Senate., They recommend its passage.
It does not save the machinists from an
injunection. It says only that instead of
imposing the injunction, we are going to
have the President do it, so he will get
the blame and not us.

That is a time-honored device. But it
is causing a rising inflationary spiral.
That spiral must not become an infla-
tionary tornado, but it will if the prece-
dent is set in this case of not taking
action in a regulated industry which will
prevent an inflationary breakthrough.
It is causing the depreciation of the
wages won at cost to the public of a
strike; it is causing great disaffection be-
tween the organized unions that are able
to bring economic power to bear upon the
economy in support of their demands,
and the unorganized working people and
nonworking people who are not able to
use economic power to keep up with the
inflationary spiral—which will soon
develop into an inflationary tornado if we
do not pass legislation along the lines I
have been advocating.

This is why I want to stress the testi-
mony of the Secretary of Labor when he
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affirmed my own oft-repeated summary
of the emergency this strike is causing:

First. It is causing a disruption in es-
sential transportation to many sections of
the country. I ask the Senators from
Hawaii and Alaska if this is not so. Sen-
ators know whether it is true in their
own States, but the situation of Alaska
and Hawaii is becoming critical. The
Railway Labor Act was passed in 1926
for the specific purpose of assuring con-
tinuation of transportation service. It
relates to disputes that the National
Mediation Board finds ‘“threaten sub-
stantially to interrupt interstate com-
merce to a degree such as to deprive any
section of the country of essential trans-
portation service.”

Surely, there is no question that this
is such a dispute.

The act then authorizes the President,
who “may thereupon, in his discretion,”
appoint an emergency fact-finding
board. This the President has done. He
appointed an Emergency Board on April
21. I served as chairman with Board
members David Ginsburg and Richard
Neustadt. We performed our duties
under the Railway Labor Act. The par-
ties could not cease work during the 30
days of the Board’s deliberations, and it
could not cease work for another 30 days
subsequent to the filing of the report.
During this time the parties negotiated
on the basis of our report.

My original resolution did nothing
more than extend that 60-day no-strike
period for another 180 days while the
parties continued to negotiate.

Now, the committee has changed it to
require the President to make another
discretionary finding, or as many dis-
cretionary findings as he may choose,
that it is desirable, in his opinion, to en-
join the union for whatever period he
chooses, or as many times as he chooses,
up to a total of 180 days.

CONGRESSIONAL EXERCISE OF AUTHORITY OVER
INTERSTATE COMMERCE

There are a number of cases which sup-
port the proposition that Congress can
legislate return-to-work laws under the
general interstate commerce powers.

First. At the outset, it should be noted
that the courts have considered trans-
portation to be a particularly appropriate
subject for congressional regulation.
There is, of course, no question as to the
interstate nature of the air transporta-
tion as viewed here. The routes of all of
the struck carriers cross State lines.
They carry passengers and cargo from
State to State. See Island Airlines v.
United States, 352 F. 2d 735 (9th Circuit
1965). Commercial air travel wholly
within Hawaii was held to be interstate
commerce.

Thus, it is difficult to conceive of any
type of business which is more inter-
state in character than the commercial
air transportation of the struck carriers.

In addition, air transportation, like
railroad transportation, is affected with
the public interest. For this reason, each
industry is already subject to congres-
sional and agency regulation of a quite
detailed nature. And it is these two ele-
ments—the clearly interstate nature of
and the basic public interest in trans-
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portation—which have caused the courts
to give Congress broad latitude in the
regulation of transportation.

An example of this latitude is found
in Wilson v. New, 243 U.S. 332, where
the court upheld a congressional statute
which ended a railway strike, sent the
employees back to work and prescribed
the precise terms on which work was to
be continued for up to 9 months.

In this case, the Congress went so far
as to set the wages of the employees. In
this case, the Congress went so far as to
set the hours of work of these employees.

What this case really adds up to, let me
say to Members of the Senate, is that
Congress arbitrated the case. Its de-
cision was to apply for a period of 9
months, leaving it up to the parties
thereafter to enter into whatever agree-
ment they could.

It has been argued on the floor of the
Senate this afternoon that Wilson
against New is a 50-year-old case, a 1917
case, and that therefore in some way it
has weakened the importance of the case.
For 50 years that has been an uncon-
tested doctrine of law in this country
both in respect to constitutional power
of Congress and in respect to what is
meant when Congress is vested with con-
trol and regulatory powers of interstate
commerce.

I shall have something to say before I
finish in regard to the 1963 case but, at
this moment, suffice it to say, as I said
earlier in my colloquy with the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr, Kennepy], that
it is true Congress did not send men back
to work in the 1963 case. It just stopped
them from striking,

Some way, somehow, the notion is
abroad in the Senate that this weakens
the action taken by Congress in 1963.
Let me say that Congress, in passing a
law with the purpose of preventing men
from going out on strike is not only
analogous but is close to involving ex-
actly the same principle. It is more
drastie, in my opinion, to prevent, in
advance, the carrying out of an inten-
tion to strike.

In my judgment, the 1963 action of
Congress was, in effect, a reaffirmation
that when the country is confronted
with a strike in a regulated industry
with serious consequences to the public
which must be considered of paramount
interest—consequences which call for
Congress to act—then Congress must act.

This case is such a strong case, as we
analyze the language of the case, that
it ought to put to rest any question as
to whether or not we can go this short
distance that I propose to go In my reso-
lution, which only says to the parties,
“You are going to go back to work; you
are going to work under your old agree-
ment subject to retroactivity to Jan-
uary 1, 1966, when it is finally settled.”

I digress for a moment to say that I
think the parties to this dispute ought to
be giving consideration to their actions
before legislation is passed, because they
will get some legislation. I think all the
odds are in favor of their getting some
legislation. If they do not voluntarily
go back to work, they will end by being
sent back to work in order to protect the
public interest. They might just as well
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face that fact. I cannot imagine Con-
gress so completely abdicating its respon-
sibilities that it will permit this strike
to continue and let the public interest
suffer the great losses it will suffer from
a continuation of the strike.

Shall Congress let this strike continue
to'a point at which there will have to be
a surrender to a union that uses its naked
economic power? I repeat that phrase
because the Machinists Union seemed to
take offense, in the article I placed in
the REecorp earlier today, because the
Senator from Oregon described what
they are doing as an “exercise of naked
economic power.” That is what it is.

In such a eritical hour as this, with
a great crisis facing the country on many
fronts, with the great danger that will
confront us if such a precedent is estab-
lished, I do not see how we can prevent
what will happen unless we proceed to
pass a whole body of economic-control
legislation, including a tax bill, a price-
control bill, a wage-control bill, a rent-
control bill—in other words, cease func-
tioning as a free economy. But we can
maintain a free economy that can work
in an hour of erisis, if all groups in
Ameriea will cooperate to make the econ-
omy work.

If the Machinists’ Union, by the exer-
cise of naked economic power, is per-
mitted to set a precedent, the whole line
of labor disputes waiting in the wings
will come onto the economic stage and
argue, as they will argue, that they are
deserving, not of less, but of as much as
was obtained in the airlines case. If they
succeed, we shall go through the infla-
tionary protective ceiling, and an infla-
tionary tornado will sweep the country.
An irate public will then demand that
Congress remain in session for whatever
period of time is necesary to pass eco-
nomic control legislation of the type I
have just mentioned—wage controls,
price controls, rent control, and taxation.

But such drastic legislation is so un-
necessary. That is why I shall continue,
no matter how much criticism I receive
from labor lobbyists and labor members,
to carry out what I consider to be my
trust. I shall urge that Congress pass a
joint resolution, in keeping with its con-
stitutional responsibility to regulate
commerce, ordering the men to return to
work, and that the President sign the
resolution. That is the responsibility of
the President. That is where the re-
sponsibility of the President begins. He
should join as a partner with Congress
in signing legislation that will bring the
strike to an end for the period covered
by the resolution. What that period
should be is one of the things that has
been under discussion all afternoon.
That is why the Senator from Oregon is
not presenting to the Senate tonight a
resolution, other than his own joint reso-
lution, because, as he announced earlier
this afternoon, it was expected at that
time that there would be a resolution co-
sponsored—and I feel certain that they
would not object to my saying so—by the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]
and the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Hmil, chairman of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

The Senator from Alabama did a mag-
nificent job as chairman and did a mag-
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nificent job in discussing the merits of
the issue throughout the hearings in the
Labor and Public Welfare Committee.
Although they would be cosponsors of the
resolution in this form, I am not putting
the names of the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmaTHERS] or the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hiurl on this resolution
tonight, because I think they should have
an opportunity to make their judgment
on the final form of it as it will be offered
tomorrow. That is the reason for my
making the speech on the resolution this
afternoon, which in the last few minutes
has been released to the press.

Mr. President, I was making the point
that I think if a resolution mandatory in
nature is passed that has the effect of
sending men back to work, in addition to
other provisions, the parties themselves
ought to give favorable consideration,
before we pass the final resolution, to an
arrangement whereby the men will go
back to work on the basis of the wage
agreements they entered into with the
negotiating committee of the union last
Friday night.

After all, they had reached an agree-
ment. I do not think it would be realistic
for anyone to think the final settlement
will be less than the wage agreement—
a fair agreement—which was reached by
way of collective bargaining, and which
had the superb mediation services of
Secretary of Labor Wirtz and Assistant
Secretary of Labor Reynolds.

I hope we would be able to modify the
resolution to permit the use of the wage
agreement that was arrived at the other
day, rather than to proceed on the basis
of my resolution as it now reads; namely,
that of the old agreement, subject to
retroactivity to January 1, 1966.

Why not face the fact that the parties
are in agreement almost to the extent
they agreed the other day? It was an
agreement which led to the action of the
negotiating committee, in recommending
acceptance to the members of the union,
but which the members of the union
rejected on Sunday.

Further, may I say, there is good reason
for the 180 days provision in my resolu-
tion. I want the Recorp to show it. I
based it upon good advice and I got it
that time from the administration; that
is, they wanted the Congress back in
session. The parties would have a chance
to settle it ahead of time, but the 180
days puts the Congress back in session
and the 150 days gives the Congress 30
days in which to pass more legislation.

Now, I think that Congress acted very
unwisely in 1916. It is beyond compul-
sory arbitration. The Congress became
the arbitrator. But that is beside the
point. Rather, the significance of Wilson
against New is that under the Constitu-
tion, the Congress has very wide powers
under the commerce clause to regulate
transportation and, in particular, to deal
with labor disputes resulting in serious
strikes in that industry.

For, as the Supreme Court stated in
that case—and I would recommend that
labor and management, in all the regu-
lated industries of our country take note
of the language of the Supreme Court:

When one enters into interstate commerce
one enters into a service in which the public
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has an interest and subjects one's self to its
behest. And this is no limitation of liberty;
it is the consequence of liberty exercised, the
obligation of his undertaking, and constrains
no more than any contract constrains. The
obligation of a contract is the law under
which it is made and submission to regula-
tion is the condition which attaches to one
who enters into or accepts employment in a
business in which the public has an interest.
[See also Brotherhood of Locomotive Fire-
men and Enginemen v. Chicago, Burlington
& Quincy Railway Company, 225 F, Supp.
11, 21-22 (D.D.C. 1964), aff'd, 321 F. 2d 1020
(D.C. Circ. 1964).]

I mention the Brotherhood of Loco-
motive Firemen case because most Sena-
tors were here in these seats when the
locomotive firemen were sent back to
work by order of Congress, and not only
that, but their case was submitied to
compulsory arbitration over my own ob-
Jjections.

We did not pass the buck to the then
President of the United States in 1963.
The Senate took the issue away from
President Kennedy and went beyond the
legislation he wanted.

I said, in my colloquy with the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Kennepy] this
morning, and I want to repeat it now so
that it will appear at this point in my
formal speech, that the President in 1963
did not ask for the legislation that Con-
gress passed. He asked for different leg-
islation. The very morning of the day
that the vote was taken in the Senate,
President Kennedy called me to the
White House to discuss with me the leg-
islation that was then pending on the
floor of the Senate, which was not his
proposal.

President Kennedy asked me, at that
discussion, to come to the floor of the
Senate and offer his proposal as a sub-
stitute for the committee proposal. And
he said to me—as the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], our majority
leader, can verify—that if only the Sena-
tor from Montana and the Senator from
Oregon voted for his proposal, he still
wanted it offered, because it incorporated
what he stood for.

President Kennedy's proposal, in 1963,
was not a compulsory arbitration pro-
posal, but a proposal to send the matter
to the Interstate Commerce Commission
rather than to a compulsory arbitration
board. The President’s proposal failed
to pass by a vote of 15 yeas to 75 nays.

Without taking the time to read it, Mr.
President—because the important thing
is to have it available to Senators who
may wish to read it—I ask unanimous
consent that an excerpt from my state-
ment on August 27, 1963, in which I ex-
plained the position of the President and
in which I offered the President’s pro-
posal as a substitute, be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

SETTLEMENT oF DisPUTE BETWEEN RATLROAD
CARRIERS AND THEIR EMPLOYEES

The Senate resumed the consideration of
joint resolution (S.J. Res. 102) to provide for
the settlement of the labor dispute between
certain carriers by railroad and certain of
their employees.

Mr. Morse. Mr., President, I wish to speak
on my amendment No. 82, which I under-
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stand is the pending amendment to Senate
Joint Resolution 102. I express my sincere
thanks to the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
McGee]| and the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Macwuson], chairman of the committee,
for arranging a parliamentary situation
whereby the Senate will proceed to the con-
sideration of this amendment as a substi-
tute for the committee amendment,

I offer the amendment as the administra-
tion's amendment. The amendment was
prepared by the administration. It is a
sound amendment, in my judgment. I shall
briefly outline it.

The amendment retains the procedure set
forth in the President’s original recom-
mendation to the Congress, the original Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 102, with thls major
modification, which was first proposed by
the Secretary of Labor in a conference in the
majority leader’s office several days ago, prior
to the final action of the Senate Commerce
Committee, as representing the administra-
tion's proposal: It proposes that a seven-
man board, two from the carriers, two from
the brotherhoods, and three public mem-
bers, the public members to be selected nec-
essarily by the President, proceed to arbi-
trate the dispute, under the auspices of the
Interstate Commerce Commission. They
would make their award recommendations to
the Inferstate Commerce Commission, which
would have authority to modify the award
if it saw fit, and then promulgate the award.

Speaking only for myself, I say to the
carriers and to my colleagues in the Senate
that, in my judgment, the possibilities and
probabilities of any modification of an award
of & fair board of arbitration are most re-
‘mote.

This proposal of the Secretary of Labor,
as he submitted it in the majority leader’s
office the other day, follows a procedure
that prevailed during World War II, under
the jurisdiction of the National War Labor
Board. The National War Labor Board had
ultimate jurisdiction, but there was a series
of regional War Labor Boards and special
commissions. For example, there was the
West Coast Lumber Commission, which had
jurisdiction over all dispivtes in the lumber
industry in the Western States. There was
a special commission known as the Ship-
building Stabilization Commission. Other
commissions involved other industrles.

I served as chalrman of the Appeals Divi-
slon of the National War Labor Board, which
had jurisdiction of appeals, acting on behalf
of the Board, although there was a proce-
dure permitting a case to be sent to the full
Board if mecessary. But that did not be-
come necessary. There was a right to take
appeals from any declslons of special com-
missions or regional boards.

Our policy was to sustain the decisions
of the special commissions, except on one
score: If a special commission should hand
down a decision that violated the National
Wage Policy, it knew that it would be re-
versed on that point. It never became
necessary to reverse them, because the boards
maintained contact with the national Board
and determined the question of fact as to
what the national wage policy was with re-
spect to a given area. At no time was it
necessary to reverse a speclal commission.

I cite that fact in support of the opinion
I have just expressed that, in my judgment,
the probability of the Interstate Commerce
Commission’s modifying a decision of a fair
arbitration board is most remote. But I am
willing to come to grips with the essence
of the argument of those who are in opposi-
tion to this part of the measure I am offer-
ing. Should this authority be glven the
Interstate Commerce Commission? My an-
swer is, “Yes, by all means,” I know that
I am dealing with a phase of the law that
is pregnant with legal abstractions.

These legal abstractions are vital to the
preservation of our rights in the whole field
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of American jurisprudence. Let me say to
American labor, particularly railroad labor,
that in this instance they are vital to the best
interests of rallroad labor.

It has been argued that the rallroad
brotherhoods do not have confidence in the
Interstate Commerce Commission. That is
a rather sad commentary. It certainly would
be no justification for Members of Congress
to refuse to give to an existing legal agency
of Government jurisdiction which falls
clearly within the sphere and the province
of its authority. It is our agency. It is our
instrumentality. Congress created the Inter-
state Commerce Commission. I do not want
to assume that Members of Congress would
wish to confess to incompetency on the
part of the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion, and not have done anything about it
over recent years.

I ask my colleagues in the Senate who
make that argument: “What proposals have
you made for modifying the Interstate
Commerce Commission if you think in an
hour of crisis it is not the Government
agency that can carry out such legislative
function as we seek to delegate to it in my
proposal?

I deny the premise, because in my judg-
ment the Interstate Commerce Commission
is qualified and competent to carry out the
duties that are sought to be imposed upon it
in my proposal.

I said last night, and I repeat briefly here,
that we have assigned to the Interstate Com-
merce Commission by law a great many
duties in the field of labor relations, although
they have not been so called, BSections 5(2)
(f) of the Interstate Commerce Act turns
over to the Commission administration of
the Washington agreement. The Washing-
ton agreement came out of the house of the
brotherhoods as well as of the carriers. It
was the result of a negotiated understanding
which the parties reached. We gave to the
Interstate Commerce Commission jurisdic-
tion to administer it in the case of all mer-
gers that deal with job security, and the
present dispute is primarily a problem of job
security.

I do not buy the argument that the Inter-
state Commerce Commission does not have
the competency or experience which qualifies
it to deal with the review power which is pro-
vided for in the substitute amendment now
under discussion.

That is not the only jurisdiction which
the Interstate Commerce Commission has
over jobs and working rules. When we are
dealing with the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission we are dealing with an agency of
Government—and I do not believe this is
subject to dispute—that knows more about
rallroad problems than any other group
within the Government. We have given
them the jurisdiction to supervise and regu-
late the railroads of the country, and have
done so for years by legislative fiat.

I am one politiclan who is not going to
give heed to the propaganda of the brother-
hoods, that because they do not want the
dispute to go to the Interstate Commerce
Commission, Congress should not place it
with the Interstate Commerce Commission.
Who is in control of this Government, the
brotherhoods, or Congress, acting on behalf
of all the people?

If we have set up a commission in behalf
of all the people which is not competent to
regulate the rallroads and pass upon the is-
sues of job security involved in connection
with working rules which affect the opera-
tion of the rallroads, we had better get busy
and do something about the Interstate Com-
merce Commission. I will not vote to keep
this dispute from the Interstate Commerce
Commission merely because some brother-
hood politicians do not want it placed in the
Interstate Commerce Commission. They
ought to be brought under the canopy of &
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system of Government by law. We have in
our system of Government by law an existing
agency to which we have entrusted jurisdic-
tion owver railroad operations.

Every time the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission must deal with a litigious matter, or
an adversary matter, in regard to a continu-
ance or discontinuance of a railroad train or
a rallroad line, working rules are bound up in
that controversy, and jobs are bound up in
it, and the interests of families of those who
are connected with the railroad are bound
up in it.

For years the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission has been given jurisdiction by Con-
gress to pass on that subject matter,

I could cite the authority that the Inter-
state Commerce Commission has over safety
matters. Do Senators belleve that jobs are
not involved in that field? Do Senators be-
lieve that the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion is not passing in those cases upon job
security, upon the bread and butter of hun-
dreds and perhaps even thousands of workers
in the railroad Industry? Of course It is.

We should come to grips with this prob-
lem. Let'us not assume a most extreme
hypothetical situation. Aside from the ap-
peal procedure, to which I shall refer in a
moment, and remalning in the political
arena for the moment, suppose that the In-
terstate Commerce Commission should hand
down an unfair decision. Do Senators be-
lieve that we would sit on our haunches?

The Commission is our agent. It is our
baby. We gave it birth. We have clothed it
with its jurisdiction.

I say to the members of the brotherhoods
that they have no right at this time to sup-

that Congress would sit idly by—if all
the fears that they have voiced in their lob-
bying activities of recent days on the Hill
should prove to have any justification in
fact—and permit an injustice to be done to
the rallroad workers. We would not, any
more than we would sit by and permit an in-
Justice to be done to the stockholders of the
railroads. They, too, are partles to the
dispute,

As I have listened to some of the discus-
sions in the cloakrooms and elsewhere, I have
come to the conclusion that apparently some
people believe that there is only one party
to the dispute; namely, the railroad brother-
hoods. There are two others, and one of
them is more important than two of the
three. They are the carrlers and there is
the public. The public interest must come
first. I say most respectfully that Congress,
in this historic debate, should direct its at-
tention to what is in the best interest of the
public., The substitute which I am offering
this afternoon is in the best interest of the
public and fair to the party litigants. It
would set up a seven-man arbitration board.
That is what the committee measures would
do. It is a tripartite board. We may finally
decide upon a presidential appointment, if
necessary, to arbitrate the dispute, now that
the parties have put Congress in the position
where it must pass some legislation. That
would call for arbitration. What kind of ar-
bitration? Senators should remember that if
this dispute is kept within the framework
of the Interstate Commerce Commission, we
make available to the parties all the pro-
cedures of review and appeal, and all the pro-
cedures of the Administrative Procedure Act.
If we put it in the hands of an independent,
ad hoc arbitration board, those procedures
will not be available to the parties. I am at
a loss to understand why the brotherhoods
have not recognized that important pro-
cedural difference between my proposal and
that of the committee.

My amendment speaks for itself, How-
ever, because questions have been raised in
respect to how all the issues in dispute will
be handled, I wish to read section 6 of my
amendment, beginning on page 5, line 18. I
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am talking about the so-called secondary is-
sues. The two main issues go directly to ar-
bitration, and this is the way the so-called
secondary issues are included, although I
know of no real secondary issues in the case,
for every issue involves the bread and but-
ter of thousands of workers. Every issue is
of vital concern to the railroad families of
the country. In my judgment, every issue,
unless equitably handled, could lead to a
strike. So my proposal handles this problem
as follows, beginning on page 5, line 18:

“Sec. 6. The parties shall proceed imme-
diately to bargain collectively, with the as-
sistance of the National Mediation Board
concerning any unresolved lssues regarding
any proposals which were included in the
notices of November 2, 1859, or September 7,
1960, but which do not involve the manning
of traln or engine crews and the protection
of the interests of the employees affected
thereby. If agreement has not been reached
within sixty days following the effective date
of this joint resolution, any party may sub-
mit its proposal to the Interstate Commerce
Commission. If the Commission determines
(1) that the party submitting such proposal
has exhausted all reasonable efforts to reach
a settlement of such issues through collec-
tive bargaining, and (2) that it is unlikely
that any agreement with respect to such
issue or lssues or with respect to voluntary
procedures for the disposition of such issue
or issues will result from further efforts to
bargain collectively, the Commission shall
refer the proposal to the Special Board—"

That is the speclal arbitration board pro-
vided for in the amendment-—

“for disposition in the same manner as in the
case of applications filed under section 1.
The provisions of section 5 of this joint reso-
lution shall be applicable to matters covered
by such proposals.

“Sgc. 7. (a) The provisions of the Act of
Marck. 23, 1032, entitled “An Act to amend
the Judicial Code and to define and limit
the jurisdiction of courts sitting in equity,
and for other purposes” (29 U.5.C. 101-115)
shall not be applicable to an action under
sections 5 or 6 of this Act In any such
actlon, service of the complaint and sum-
mons shal. be made on the parties to the
controversy by delivery thereof to an officer
or to any other agent of said parties author-
ized by appointment or by law to receive
service of process.”

Mr, President, I close with this final argu-
ment: Unless there are vital reasons for not
following the original proposal of the Pres-
ident of the United States, I plead with Sen-
ators tc support the hand of the President,
for, in my judgment, he recommended to
Congress a procedure that is fair. It has
beer greatly improved by the Wirtz amend-
ment. The amendment provides for the
tripartite board that the Conv .ittee on Com-
merce provides, a board which would func-
tion under the auspices of the Interstate
Commerce Commission.

The proposal would provide for a fair set-
tlement of the dispute. It continues to avoid
my major objection to the committee's
proposal of an ad hoec, general, compulsory
arbitration board that might very well set an
unfortunate precedent that could be brought
to bear upon many labor disputes in the
future, involving workers outside the rail-
way Industry.

I repeat what I said last night: Congress
has always, as a matter of course, tended to
treat raillway labor differently, legislatively,
than the rest of labor. Thus we have the
National Mediatlon Board, the Washington
agreement, the boards that are established to
handle the retirement funds of the railroad
brotherhoods, the Chicago board that con-
siders grievances that arise with respect to
the expenditures of funds. There 18 a set
of separate legislation for railway labor, in-
cluding the Interstate Commerce Act and
the Rallway Labor Act of 1926.
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The proposal offered by the administration
keeps the procedure within the framework
of existing legislation that is applicable to
railroad labor.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of my
amendment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the im-
portant thing right now is that Con-
gress did act on its own in 1963. It
did prevent men from going out on
strike by that action. It considered the
situation sufficiently important to war-
rant such action.

That was only 3 years ago. We do not
have to go back 40 years for a precedent
as far as the principle involved is con-
cerned. We only have to go back 3 years.
In that dispute, the union was not yet
out on strike, but it was threatening to
strike, and we all knew it would strike
if we did not pass legislation to prevent
it from striking.

In the railroad case, there were only
32,500 firemen involved. Some are say-
ing there are only 35,000 mechanics in-
volved in this case, and that is not enough
to justify congressional action. But
Congress went much further 3 years ago
to act against fewer railroad firemen.

But it knew the effect of the strike. I
am only urging that the Senate take into
account the effect of this strike. It is
the effect of the strike, irrespective of the
number of people involved, that deter-
mines whether or not Congress, vested
under the Constitution with power to
regulate interstate commerce, should
persist in its efforts, particularly at a
time as critical as the present.

I quote the opening section of the
Senate Joint Resolution 102 adopted by
the Senate on August 27, 1963:

Resolved, * * * that no carrier which
served the notices of November 2, 1959, and
no labor organization which received such
notices or served the labor organization
notices of September 7, 1960, shall make any
change except by agreement, or pursuant to
an arbitration award as hereinafter provided,
in rates of pay, rules, or working condi-
tions encompassed by any of such notices, or,

engage in any strike or lockout over any
dispute arising from any of such notices.

The 32,500 firemen were not even on
strike when Congress took that action
less than 3 years ago.

I am at a loss to understand what
seems to me to be the implication of some
of the statements made on the floor of
the Senate this afternoon that because
the men were not on strike then, that
case is not applicable to the situation
which confronts us now in the case of the
airline strike.

But then we went even further. We
did not even wait for a strike in 1963.
We stopped the strike. We ordered
them not to strike. That was going even
farther than the 1917 case, Mr. Presi-
dent.

If in 1963, Congress felt that it had the
responsibility to forestall a strike, in my
judgment it certainly has a responsibility
to end the strike that is now going on.

As I have noted, I voted against that
resolution because it went on to submit
the issues to compulsory arbitration.
But it was a carrying out of the con-
gressional responsibility and authority to
regulate commerce.
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I have never said Congress does not
have the authority, in carrying out its
regulatory powers under the interstate
commerce clause, to pass legislation for
compulsory arbitration. I just do not
vote for compulsory arbitration, because
I do not, think it is justified. I think we
need to seek ways other than the com-
pulsory arbitration technique, because
compulsory arbitration can become the
pattern.

The Recorp will show that in 1963 I
said:

Watch out for this as a precedent.

There were speeches on the floor of the
Senate, as the Recorp will show, by Sen-
ators who said:

I am voting for this, but this is no prece-
dent.

But our acts speak louder than our
words. In voting thus, we do establish
a precedent for compulsory arbitration.

In those days, the railroad brother-
hoods were very angry with the senior
Senator from Oregon. The Recorp will
show that I addressed a few remarks to
the chiefs of the five operating brother-
hoods, who were sitting in the gallery,
when that debate took place, also.

I said to them:

I wish to say, as a friend of the legitimate
rights of labor, you are establishing a very
bad precedent today. You are the group of
labor leaders who, for the first time in all
of our legislative history, here will have to
assume the responsibility for suggesting that
Congress go along with a compulsory arbitra-

tion law.

Mr. President, labor does not like to
hear me say so, but that is what they
were lobbying for that afternoon. That
does not mean that they favor compul-
sory arbitration in general, but they
thought it would be the lesser of two
evils. They were dead wrong about it,
Mr. President.

But the fact is that in 1963, Congress
did pass compulsory arbitration legisla-
tion.

We did not shrink from it. We did not
try further to dilute and dissipate the
remaining fragments of congressional
authority by trying to pass that buck,
too, to the President of the United States
in 1963.

I say to Senators that we must cease
being the collaborators in our own de-
cline. We cannot complain about grow-
ing executive supremacy if we refuse to
accept the most basic assignment of re-
sponsibility which the Constitution
makes to us. We cannot complain about
excessive Presidential discretion over the
lives of people and the economy of the
Nation when we thrust upon him a dis-
cretion that he did not seek, and which
we are supposed to exercise ourselves,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. May I say to
the Senator, I have never heard him
more right about anything—and I have
heard him be 100 percent right on many
occasions—than in the statement he
makes that Senators who talk about the
executive usurping the powers of Con-
gress, but who in some instances propose
that we vote unfettered power to the
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President, without setting down what the
standards should be, cannot decline to
share the responsibility.

How can a Senator complain, on the
one hand, that the executive usurps our
power, and, when the problems come to
Congress, decline to accept our share of
the responsibility?

Mr. MORSE. I say to the Senator
from Louisiana, we cannot do it. Of
course, as he knows, I have discussed this
principle of constitutional law so many
times in the Senate during my many
years here that I know it becomes a little
monotonous to my fellow Senators.

But it appears to me to be basic to the
preservation of our form of government.
It appears to be basic to the question of
whether or not we will continue to main-
tain a system of three coordinate and
coequal branches of government, each
with a check on the other two. It is
a question of whether we are going to
abdicate, time after time, here in the
Senate, so far as our checking power is
concerned, and as far as our basic, sub-
stantive legislative rights are concerned,
by passing the buck to the executive
branch of the Government more and
more; and then, when we find we are in
the position of not liking what the Presi-
dent is doing, proceeding to attack and
criticize the President because, in that
instance, we think he makes capricious
and arbitrary use of his discretionary
pOWer. i

It does not add up. I cannot square
that Jekyll and Hyde attitude of many
of my fellow Senators on this particular
matter. I say either these employees
should be put back to work by Congress,
or they should not be put back to work.

These men either should be put back
to work by Congress, in carrying out its
responsibility under the interstate com-
merce clause, or they should not be put
back to work at all. In my judgment,
this decision is basically a legislative re-
sponsibility and not an executive re-
sponsibility at all.

I argued it in committee yesterday, and
I have argued it elsewhere. In one sense
although they do not want to do so, in
another sense they are saying: “Mr.
President, we will let you legislate for
us.” In effect, what we are doing by the
resolution that I oppose is saying to the
President: “If you want to send the men
back to work, we authorize you to do
i.t.l)

The President, in effect, is saying:
“This is a legislative responsibility.”” And
so itis. AllI am asking is that Congress
live up to its legislative responsibility.

I shall say only a few words by way of
summary, as to why I think the approach
that those of us who are advocating
mandatory legislation passed by Con-
gress, and not legislation that simply
seeks to pass the discretionary responsi-
bility to the President, is 2 much sounder
approach.

The legislation that I am proposing is
a sound and sensible approach in my
judgment, to the airlines’ dispute, first,
because its fundamental concepts are
fair and workable. It will get the planes
flying, but it will also maintain the maxi-
mum opportunity for free collective bar-
gaining and a settlement through con-
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tinuing mediation. It will do so without
seizure or compulsory arbitration, and
it will do so without any or the serious
flaws that I think exist in the present
resolution. I shall summarize my op-
position to the pending resolution after
I present this affirmative summary of
what I consider to be the advantages of
my resolution.

Second, the strueture of my resolution,
I think, is praetical. There would be
a 180-day peried in which work will re-
sume while the Special Airlines Dispute
Board appointed by the President con-
siders the background and circumstances
of this dispute in an endeavor to reach
an agreement between the parties.

If an agreement has not been reached
within 150 days, the Board would make
recommendations to the President, and
the President would advise the Congress
of the terms or procedures which will
assure a final agreement in the public in-
terest.

Why do I say that the structure is very
practical? Take out the ecalendar. As
we pass this legislation, we had better
have a calendar in front of us at all
times, because under my resolution the
150 days takes us to that period of time
after Congress adjourns sine die, and
until Congress reconvenes in January.

Who can say when we are going to ad-
journ sine die? No one can say. I think
the probabilities are that we will adjourn
sometime prior to the election, although
I well remember in 1962 when we had
such a critical situation existing in our
country that we did not adjourn until,
I think, a day or 2 less than 3 weeks
from the date of the election.

The crisis then was reaching an explo-
sion point over the missile situation in
Cuba. A good many of us had to come
back because of our work either with the
Foreign Relations, Armed Services or the
other committees which had vital re-
sponsibilities in connection with the
Cuban situation. We consulted for those
few days before the Cuban crisis was
resolved.

It may very well be that the situation
will become so critical, because of an
international or domestic crisis, or if we
find ourselves between now and the elec-
tion in a situation involving manage-
ment-labor relations, or other critical
domestic issues, that it might be neces-
sary for Congress to stay in session right
up to just before the election. Who
knows?

The probabilities are that we will get
out some time early in October. That is
the latest date that we hear mentioned
at the present time., I certainly think
that, from let us say the 10th of October
until reconvening in the early part of
January, we should have legislation on
the books which would give to the Amer-
ican people a guarantee that there is
not going to be a breakdown, through
a return to a strike situation in an in-
dustry which is as essential and vital to
the transportation of people to various
sections of the country as is the airlines
transportation industry.

This is practical. This makes sense.
Furthermore, the 150-day figure con-
tained in the resolution is a desirable one
because the resolution provides that after
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150 days the President shall report to
Congress the findings of the Special Air-
lines Dispute Board that is set up in the
resolution.

If the findings are that there is still
not much hope for a settlement of the
dispute by the end of 180 days, then
Congress still has 30 days to pass addi-
tional legislation to continue to guaran-
tee to the American public that their
paramount interest, over the interests of
the carriers and the workers, will be pro-
tected by Congress.

I repeat that I think the structure of
my resolution is very practical. I said
earlier that if a better provision to pro-
tect the interest of the public is worked
out, the senior Senator from Oregon is
open to acecepting any reasonable modi-
fication of that part of the resolution.
I also am open to accepting a reasonable
modification of any other part of the
resolution.

Third, and this is important to me
and to men who are as sincere and dedi-
cated to their trust as I am, but who
may disagree with me—and that is what
a part of the debate is all about—then
my resolution, in my judgment, has the
additional strength that it does not pass
the responsibility to the President of the
United States.

Under my resolution Congress makes
the necessary findings to the President
of the United States under the special
procedure provided. What is involved
is basically an extension of the time-
tested techniques of the Railway Labor
Act, specifically tailored fo the special
circumstances of this case.

There is no placing the onus on the
President in broad and sweeping terms
after a series of preliminary findings.
Responsibility begins with Congress, and
it ends with Congress, as far as the pas-
sage of the resolution is concerned.
Then the responsibilify is taken up by
the President on the issue as to whether
he signs or vetoes it.

This establishes a cooperative rela-
tionship between Congress and the Pres-
ident. This makes Congress and the
President partners in a joint settlement
of this dispute for the 180-day period, as
far as jointly agreeing that the strike
must end, the paramount interest of the
public must prevail, and the men must
go back to work, enforced, if necessary,
by a court order for that period of time
or so much of that period of time as is
necessary prior to entering into a volun-
tary collective bargaining agreement.
That is an essential point in my reso-
lution.

I know that I have repeated it, but it
cannot be repeated too much, because
even with all the discussion of it, I still
find colleagues who do not understand
that great difference between my reso-
lution and the resolution that was re-
ported by the committee. Furthermore,
may I say, I think we ought to strength-
en the hand of the President and not
weaken the hand of the President.

I am at a loss to understand the ar-
gument that giving him this arbitrary
discretion is going to st‘rengthen'hls
hand. We would make him the subject,
in my judgment, of an attack, and iso-
late him, all alone, as an easy target.
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We ought to be perfecily willing, more
than 500 of us in Congress, to stand
shoulder to shoulder with the President
if he signs the resolution, as I am satis-
fied he will sign it.

I cannof say more than that, other
than to put it in this way: I do not have
the slightest doubt but what the Presi-
dent will sign a resolution based upon
the major principle of the Morse resolu~
tion.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. Iyield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In this case
has not the President already put the
prestige of his office on the line?

Mr. MORSE. No question about it.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, He has tried
to settle the strike. He succeeded in
getting the labor leaders and the spokes-
men for management together, and they
reached an agreement. But the rank
and file of labor told the President “No."”

Mr. MORSE. Of course.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. When the
President has been rebuffed, would it not
be particularly inappropriate of Congress
to shirk its responsibility in this matter?
Is it not the responsibility of Congress
to pass on this issue rather than to give
the President the discretionary power to
force labor to do that which labor does
not wish to do, after it has told the Presi-
dent “No™?

Mr. MORSE. Icompletely agree.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Presi-
dent has placed his prestige on the line.
Labor has told him “No.” Would it not
be inviting a lawsuit—even inviting
downright defiance—when labor has de-
clined to accept the suggestion of the
President, for the President to have dis-
cretion to order labor back, without Con-
gress saying that labor should be asked
to go back to work or whether it should
not be asked to go back to work?

Mr. MORSE. I completely agree.

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. So, would it
not actually invite lawsuit, at that point,
to contest any proposed injunction in the
event labor preferred not to go back?
Would it not wave a red flag in front of
labor, on one hand, and invite a court
test on injunection, on the other hand, for
Congress to decline to say whether labor
should or should not go back to work?

Mr. MORSE. I agree.

I shall not go into a long legal argu-
ment tonight. When I finish this sum-
mary of what I believe are the affirmative
values of my resolution, I shall make a
brief summary of my reasons for oppos-
ing the committee’s resolution, and I
shall discuss those in detail tomorrow.
In the interest of time tonight, I shall
postpone my discussion of that aspect of
this case.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In the last
analysis, when the President has sug-
gested that this would be an appropriate
settlement, and the rank and file of labor
have declined to accept it—to go the
route of a continued strike—would it
not be well for Congress to sit in the
position of being the jury on this issue,
to insist on further negotiations in pur-
suit of a voluntary settlement?

Mr, MORSE. I think so.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We have
heard from the contending sides. Con-
gress does not wish to side with manage-
ment or with labor. If we wish to end
the strike, Congress should take the
affirmative, courageous position of say-
ing that this is what should be done.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is correct.

The President is putting himself on
the line in another way, also. He de-
serves the credit, in my judegement, for
the two parties coming fo an agreement
the other night. As I have said on the
floor of the Senate before, he deserves
the credit for the settlement of the steel
case and for the settlement of the second
east coast longshoremen case, just as
President Kennedy deserved the credit
for the settlement of the first longshore-
men case. In addition, the President
has made perfectly clear his position on
the substantive issues involved, by mak-
ing the public statement, in effect, that
he believed the case should be settled
within the framework of his Emergency
Board’s report.

By saying, since the agreement was
reached the other night, that the agree-
ment was within the framework of the
Emergency Board’s report, he has also
put himself on the line in regard to the
substantive issues involved.

I shall say something momentarily
about some of the discussions that have
occurred in the Senate, concerning the
substantive issues, by very sincere men
who, in my judgment, overlook the many
facts involved. If the Senators knew
about the facts or took the time to
analyze them, they would not have made
those statements in regard to the sub-
stantive issues.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Perhaps the
Senator intends to cover this further in
his statement, but this thought disturbs
me. The Senator has mentioned the
precedent involved. Can the Senator
think of a worse precedent to set in Con-
gress? When a major strike is in prog-
ress, it is proposed for Congress to say
that it will not say that labor is right;
it will not say that labor is wrong; it will
not say that this is a sufficiently serious
matter to justify the President acting; it
will say that the President should know
more about it than Congress, and that
with more facts available to him than
to Congress, he should either assume the
responsibility to either stop the strike
and bring the people back to work, or
not to exercise that responsibility?

I ask the Senator, does that not invite
every Member of Congress in the future
in the case of all big strikes to vote for
the resolution and then to say to labor
and to management: “I did not say the
President should do this. I believe he
exercised his diseretion the wrong way.
If T had been the President, I would not
have done this. But somebody had to
make the decision, and we believed that
the President would know more about
the situation than we.”

Would it not be more appropriate for
Congress to study the matter well enough
and to understand it well enough so that
we could take the responsibility for what
we do, so that we could say that the
strike will end and the men will go back
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to work, or.that the strike will not end
and the men will not go back to work?

Once we set this precedent of throw-
ing the matter into the unfettered dis-
cretion of the President, does that not
set the worst possible precedent for the
future?

Mr. MORSE. I believe so. But sin-
cere and honest men disagree with me.
I believe that it does. I believe it would
be a most unfortunate legislative
precedent.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does it not
invite us, in other major strikes in the
future, to say:

“I shall not judge this matter. I shall
not judge whether or not these people
should be required to go back to work.
I shall just let the President decide it.
If he believes it is in the national interest,
he will decide it.”

And then Congress would pass meas-
ures that could never be passed in the
event Congress had to take the responsi-
bility of saying, “Yes, we believe this

should happen.”
I believe it would be a

Mr., MORSE.
great mistake.

The fourth point I wish to make, by
way of summary, as to why I recommend
my resolution to Senators, is that it exer-
cises restraint and preserves traditional
rights.

It might be easier and simpler to pre-
seribe a binding and final settlement now,
as Congress did in 1916 and, to a degree,
did in 1963, when it passed a compulsory
arbitration law. But I wish to urge that
broader principles are at stake, which
transecend the immediate case—among
them the right to free collective bargain-
ing in a free society. This traditional
right would be protected by the Morse
resolution, and the interests of the public
would be served as well.

Why do Isay that? Because the rights
of the workers would be protected under
my resolution, as far as retroactivity is
concerned, and it would not impose com-
pulsory arbitration upon them. It would
not impose upon them a congressional
determination of the substantive issues
involved in the dispute, but it would leave
to them the right to bargain collectively,
and to negotiate and mediate collectively,
in regard to the dispute, knowing full
well that naked economic power in a
regulated industry does not give them
the right, in the name of right-to-strike,
to force a settlement that cannot be rec-
onciled with the public interest.

So this becomes, as we see, a matter
of degree and also a matter of judgment.
But there is no denying to labor of their
legitimate rights—I stress the word “le-
gitimate.” There is no denying their
legitimate rights, under a free society,
for free collective bargaining.

If the union insists on following a
course of action of striking against the
public interest because they may have
the economic power to force out of the
carriers a settlement not in the interest
of the publie, a settlement which is un-
justifiable in this case, they will not serve
the best interests of labor, nor will they
serve, in my judegment, as they should
serve, as protectors of free collective bar-
gaining and negotiation by way of medi-
ation.
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A summary of my main objections to
the committee’s joint resolution is as
follows:

First, I think it violates the basic con-
cepts of fair play and equal protection
of the laws. The joint resolution cannot
be reconciled with the Constitution. It
mocks the Constitution. It delegates to
the President severe and drastic powers
over 35,000 workers and five major air-
lines without a finding of a national
emergency, without a single guiding
standard, without a single procedural
safeguard, and without a provision for
any hearing.

Such a deprivation of the right to
strike is inherently unfair. It raises
grave constitutional doubts.

The pending joint resolution will settle
no dispute. In my judgment, it will not
only buy a lawsuit, it will result in a
chain reaction of litigation. In my legal
judgment, the joint resolution cannot be
justified on legal grounds. It will result
in a great deal of litigation. I am not
alone in that view, for even the Attorney
General of the United States shares that
view. Not enough thought has been given
to the legal consequences of the joint res-
olution, because of the discretionary pow-
er it seeks to vest in the executive branch
of the Government, through the Presi-
dent. That is quite a different thing from
a manadatory congressional act based
upon the constitutional authority of Con-
gress under the commerce clause. When
the President exercised the discretion
that he would exercise under the joint
resolution, he would not be acting under
the commerce clause.

He does not have the authority to
regulate commerce. He will be taken
into court. We know the litigation
which took place in the Truman admin-
istration in connection with the steel
case.

Mr. President, you will remember that
because of the serious international situ-
ation that was involved in that case, the
President, exercising his diseretion, de-
cided that the national security was so
seriously jeopardized, that by Executive
order, he issued an order for a seizure of
the steel plants.

Many people seem to think that the
Supreme Court decision in that case was
a decision to the effect that a President
does not have the inherent power to
order a seizure of a plant that is vital be-
cause of its processes in protecting the
security of the public.

I am surprised that even so many
lawyers have fallen victim to the falla-
clous contention that the Supreme Court
in the steel case decided that a President
of the United States cannot in time of
national erisis and emergency engage in
a seizure order.

That is not what the Court decided at
all. The Court decided that the facts
presented in the case did not show any
such national emergency. That is what
that case stands for.

I knew something about the steel case.
I had been involved in that question in
an advisory capacity, too. I thought it
was perfectly clear that a national emer-
gency did exist, but we could not tolerate
a strike in the steel industry because of
the need for the equipment and the prod-
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uct of the steel mills for American de-
fense establishments, in light of the
terrible crisis that had developed in
Korea.

But what the Supreme Court really
found was that the Government failed
to establish the facts that would sup-
port a national emergency finding. That
is all.

Mr. President, the situations are not
parallel. I am not arguing as a lawyer
that the situations are parallel. I am
arguing that there is an analog of con-
nection between the two cases because,
in my judgment, the resolution reported
by the committee, due to the discretion-
ary power it seeks to give the President,
is going fo result in litigation. It is go-
ing to put the union in a position where
there is a possibility that there may be
held up the application of the law; where
injunction will be denied for an inter-
minable period of time until the court
can search into the questions, and the
matter will have to undergo court proc-
esses fto determine whether this is a
legal exercise of discretion by the
President.

Mr. President, I talked about this very
matter with the Attorney General this
afternoon. He agrees with me that that
is one of the weaknesses of the pending
resolution, to say nothing about the
other weaknesses I shall mention in a
moment. i

There is no question about the ability
of the Department of Justice, if the
union makes it necessary—and I cannot
believe that they would be that short-
sighted—under the Morse resolution to
proceed with necessary legal steps to
end the strike and put the men back
to work on the ground that the legis-
lation is based on the power of the Con-
gress to regulate interstate commerce.

That is quite different than giving the
President discretionary power to issue
an order that the men go back to work
on the basis of his finding. A finding
has to be a congressional finding, and
that is why I am urging that we keep
in this resolution the mandatory provi-
sions that I have in it whereby the Con-
gress orders the men back to work, and
the President signs it. The President
agrees with the Congress, and the Presi-
dent joins with the Congress when he
puts his signature on that joint resolu-
tion.

Now, I mentioned this matter in the
Labor Committee yesterday. Many of
my colleagues disagreed with me. I read
the resolution I was offering. I pointed
out that the resolution I was offering
left no doubt for legal soundness. The
resolution proposed by the committee,
in my judgment, raised grievous legal
doubt as to its effectiveness for quick
implementation because I think it would
throw the entire issue into protracted
litigation.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is it not true
that the legal doubts that would result
from conferring on the President un-
fettered discretion make it more difficult
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to rely upon labor respecting that deci-
sion by the President?

Mr. MORSE. I hear that they believe
that, but I hate to think tha: we have
gotten into that kind of dilemma in this
country. Ihate to think it, but neverthe-
less, as the Senator has heard me say
s0 many times, we had better watch the
procedure that we put into any legisla-
tion. If there are procedural loopholes
there is no assurance that some persons,
without this sense of responsibility to
the public, may not take advantage of
the loopholes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I inquired of
the Attorney General about the legal
certainty that the committee resolution
could be carried out.

Mr. MORSE. I was with the Senator
when the Senator discussed it with him,
following the receipt of the communica-
tion which the Senator has in his hand.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I asked the
Attorney General to put in writing what
he told me: that he felt that a good labor
lawyer might very well challenge the
power of the President to act under the
committee bill. The Attorney General
has written to me. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
REecorp the entire letter from the At-
torney General dated August 2, 1966.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY (GENERAL,
Washington, D.C., August 2, 1966.
Hon, RusseLL B, LoxNG,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR: I am writing in response to
your inquiry regarding any constitutional or
other legal problems involved in S.J, Res. 181
as reported by the Senate Labor Committee
yesterday.

‘While I do not wish to comment on either
the need or merits of this legislation I would
like to call your attention to Section 2 which
delegates the broadest possible authority to
the President to order people back to work
pending settlement of a labor dispute. No
standards are expressed in the resolution by
which to gulde the President in this extraor-
dinary delegation of power.

Section 5 provides for enforcement through
injunctive relief. In any judicial proceedings
a court would have to find that the power
had been exercised properly, Thus the ab-
sence of express standards would invite
attack In such proceedings. The unneces-
sarily broad nature of the delegation is un-
derscored by the fact that Congress would
already have made the finding expressed in
the Rallway Labor Act without stating what
further findings, if any, the President should
make before exercising his discretion.

Sincerely,
NICHOLAS DEB, KATZENBACH,
Attorney General.

Mr. MORSE. I am glad that the Sen-
ator has introduced the letter.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Here is a
statement of the Attorney General, who
is an extremely able lawyer, saying that
to proceed in a fashion that the commit-
tee recommended is to invite a contest
in court as to whether these men can be
required to go back to work by discre-
tionary authority of the President. I am
sure that no one intends that, but there
is no doubt whatever in my judgment—
and I believe the Attorney General con-
curs, and so does the Senator from Ore-
gon—that if an act of Congress is passed,




17974

slened by the President, terminating the
strike, then there is no doubt whatever
that Congress has the authority to do ex-
actly what it is trying to achieve.

Mr. MORSE. That is my argument,
too. The Senator will recall another
case during the tenure of the Senator
from Louisiana and myself—I do not re-
call the exact date—but we had, in ef-
fect, a railroad strike. President Tru-
man on that occasion, I recall, came be-
fore a joint session of Congress and
recommended that strikers be put in the
Army. Immediately, some of us on the
floor of the Senate, when we returned
from the joint session, opposed the pro-
posal of the President. It was an inter-
esting debate to read in retrospect be-
cause there, too, we pointed out that
there would be some serious legal diffi-
culties as to whether a President had the
discretionary right to do what he recom-
mended, to submit men to a form of in-
yvoluntary servitude, which I thought was
an abuse of discretionary power on the
part of the President.

Fortunately, in that case, the issue
never got to the point of a legal test be-
cause the brotherhoods, as the Senator
will recall, even on that day, announced
that they were going back to work. I
very well remember, even at that time,
that the same legal concerns I am ex-
pressing tonight were being expressed at
that time. The Senator from Ohio, Rob-
ert Taft, who was majority leader then,
made a brilliant legal argument in op-
position to it, a point of view which I
shared and supported.

Returning to my discussion of the com-
mittee resolution, I make these further
observations:

1T COULD CREATE A SERIES OF BWEEFPING
DECISIONS AND CONTROLS

Mr. President, so unrestrained are the
powers granted under the resolution that
the President could set wages for the
workers, set profits for the airlines.

Order one airline to operate or Mon-
days and Thursdays, one to operate only
on Saturdays, and the remaining three
not to fly at all.

Allow one airline to operate 50 days
and another to fly only 7.

Determine details of airline operations
from timetables to menus.

Direct the resumption of work for 2
hours, for 2 days, for 2 weeks, 2 months,
or for 6 months.

Or, on the other extreme, he could do
absolutely nothing at all.

IT SHIRKS SENATORIAL RESPONSIBILITIES

The resolution begins with a congres-
sional “finding” that the airlines dispute
“threatens substantially to interupt in-
terstate commerce.” It continues with
a congressional “finding” that emer-
genecy measures are “essential” to settle
the dispute. After these findings one
would think that the resolution would
presecribe a carefully conceived and thor-
oughly debated remedy. But in this
case the resolution stops short. It backs
away and says to the President—"“We
made the findings. It is vour problem
now—you handle it.” The Senate can-
not abdicate its responsibility so lightly
on matters so vital to the public interest.
Yet, that is the purpose and intent of
Senate Joint Resolution 181.
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ITS MOTIVATION MUST SERIOUSLY BE
QUESTIONED

The resolution is seriously flawed. It
is difficult to imagine so casual an ap-
proach to such hasic and complex is-
sues—the right to strike and the right to
have labor disputes settled by free collec-
tive bargaining in the absence of a find-
ing of national emergency. Because of
this have the tactics of ward politics now
become the watchwords of the Senate?
This must not be allowed to happen.

Because of this, I happen to think that
there is the question of the election
ahead to be considered. I believe that
if it were not for the election date in
November, we would have less difficulty
getting Congress to go along with man-
datory legislation. Those on the other
side—and I respect them—have assured
me that that is not their motivation,
although some cannot very well assure
me of that, because of the statements
they have made in which they express
concern about the effect of the resolu-
tion on the elections in 1966, pointing
out that the President is not a candidate
in 1966 and will not be until 1968.

In my judement, the general publie,
by the millions, will charge Congress
with playing politics with the issue if it
fails to adopt mandatory legislation. I
do not think that we should walk in with
that kind of attack upon Congress when
all we need to do is show that there is
no basis for it at all by joining the Pres-
ident in passage of legislation mandatory
in nature which he will sign.

Mr. President, I have been asked by
many for some information on these
points. I am not going to take time to
read it now, but will ask unanimous con-
sent to have it printed in the REcORD.

I have been asked whether the Railway
Labor Act language in my amendment is
a sufficient basis for ordering strikers
back to work. I have covered this point
and ask unanimous consent that the
memorandum containing the legal proof
be printed in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the mem-
orandum was ordered to be printed in
the REecorp, as follows:

Is RainwaY LaABOR AcCT LANGUAGE IN MORSE
AMENDMENT TO SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION
181 SUFFICIENT BAsls FOR ORDERING STRIK-
ERS BACK TO WoORK?

The answer to this question, in my opin-
fon, 1s clearly and unequivocally, yes. The
language in question is contained In the
Railway Labor Act, SBec. 10, “threaten sub-
stantially to interrupt interstate commerce
to a degree such as to deprive any section
of the country of essentlal transportation
service.”

A finding by the National Mediation Board
and subsequently the President triggers the
appointment of an Emergency Board. The
Board has thirty days to make its investiga-
tion and report to the President. During this
thirty days and for thirty days after the
report is filed, no change, except by agree-
ment, shall be made by the parties to the
controversy in the conditions out of which
the dispute arose. In effect then upon a
finding in accordance with the language of
Sec. 10, which I have included in 8.J. Res, 181,
the parties are enjoined from a lockout or
strike, Certainly if it is legal and con-
stitutional to so enjoin a strike under the
Railway Labor Act, it is under S.J. Res. 181,

In addition, there are a number of cases
which support the proposition that Congress
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can legislate return to work laws under the
general interstate commerce powers.

1. At the outset, it should be noted that
the Courts have considered transportation
to be a particular appropriate subject for
Congressional regulation. There is, of course,
no question as to the interstate nature of
the alr transportation as viewed here. The
routes of all of the struck carriers cross
state lines. They carry passengers and cargo
from state to state. See Island Aifrlines v.
United States, 3562 F. 2d 735 (9th Cir, 1965)
{commercial air travel wholly within Hawail
held to be interstate commerce). Thus, it
is difficult to conceive of any type of business
which is8 more interstate in character than
the commercial air transportation of the
struck carriers.

In addition, air transportation, like rail-
road transportation, is affected with the pub-
lic interest. For this reason each industry is
already subject to Congressional and agency
regulation of a quite detailed nature. And
it is these two elements—the clearly inter-
state nature of and the basic public interest
in transportation—which have caused the
Courts to give Congress broad latitude in the
regulation of transportation.

An example of this latitude is found in
Wilson v. New, 243 U.S. 332, where the Court
upheld a Congressional statute which ended
a rallway strike, sent the employees back to
work and prescribed the precise terms on
which work was to be continued for up to
nine months.

Now, I happen to think that Congress
acted very unwisely in following that course
of action. It went beyond compulsory arbi-
tration, But that iz beside the point.
Rather, the significance of Wilson v. New
is that under the Constitution the Congress
has very wide powers under the Commerce
clause to regulate transportation and, in
particular, to deal with labor disputes result-
ing in serious strikes in that industry. For
as the Supreme Court stated in that case:

‘“When one enters into interstate commerce
one enters into a service in which the public
has an interest and subjects one's self to
its behest. And this is no limitation of
liberty; It is the consequence of liberty ex-
ercised, the obligation of his undertaking,
and constrains no more than any contract
constrains. The obligation of a contract is
the law under which it is made and submis-
sion to regulation iz the condition which
attaches to one who enters into or accepts
employment in a business in which the
public has an interest.” See also Brother-
hood Loc. Fire & Eng. v. Chicago B & @ R Co.,
225 F Supp. 11, 21-22 (D.D.C. 1964), afi'd,
331 F. 2d 1020 (D.C. Cir. 1964)

2. General constitutional principles ap-
plicable to regulation of interstate commerce
likewise support the constitutionality of the
Morse Resolution.

In passing upon cases predicated on such
commerce, the courts adopt a very simple
approach. They first ask whether the object
of Congressional regulation may be ration-
ally said to move in or affect interstate com-
merce—the interstate nature of air trans-
portation here requires no argument.

After concluding that interstate commerce
is involved, the courts then determine
whether there is a rational connection be-
tween the problem which the legislation
seeks to meet and the method chosen by the
Congress to deal with it. The courts' func-
tion is not to decide whether the methods
chosen were the best or the wisest ways of
regulating the commerce, These are the
responsibilities of the legislature. The
courts’ job is ended once it decides if there
was a reasonable tie between the evils against
which the Act is drawn and the means chosen
to cope with the evils.

And in deciding the degree of rationality
required to uphold the constitutionality of
Congressional regulation of commerce, the
court properly accords great latitude to the
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Co . Indeed, I know of no case during
the last 25 years in which the Supreme Court
has held to be unconstitutional a statute
dealing with something which the Court has
concluded to move in or affect interstate
commerce.

Thus, in Atlanta Motel v. United Stafes,
379 U.S. 241, upholding the constitutionality
of the public accommodations provisions of
1964 Civil Rights Act, the Supreme Court
described the judicial function in interstate
commerce cases In explicit terms,

“The only questions are: (1) whether Con-
gress had a rational basis for finding that
racial discrimination by motels affected
commerce, and (2) if it had such a basis,
whether the means it selected to eliminate
that evil are reasonable and appropriate.”
Id. at 258-269.

These tests are easlly met here. First, air
transportation is clearly interstate commerce.
Second, the means contemplated by the
Morse Resolution (a 180-day no-strike period,
during which time mediation will go forward
and in which any agreement with respect to
wages will be retroactive to January 1, 1966)
are “reasonable and appropriate” to “elim-
inate the evil” (a tle-up of essential air
transportation services which has inflicted
heavy and continuing damage to the na-
tional interest and to the traveling public).
‘While it could be argued that the Morse
Resolution is not the only rational means of
coping with the current strike, it cannot
fairly be said that it is not a rational means
of dealing with the strike.

3. When essential transportation services
are threatened, Sectlon 10 of the Railway
Labor Act calls not only for the establish-
ment of an emergency board, but also for a
ban on strikes or lockouts during the 60-day
period the emergency board is considering
and has reported on the dispute. 45 U.S.C.
160. There are no cases on this point only
because the law is so clear that neither
management nor labor has ever thought it
worth the trouble to make the contrary
argument.

Since the Morse Resolution merely extends
the Section 10 period during which work and
mediation is to proceed, it can be said to be
unconstitutional only if Bection 10 as now
constituted is unconstitutional, In other
words, the Morse Resolution is unconstitu-
tional only if the whole pattern of railway
labor negotiations over the past 40 years is
unconstitutional.

Neither does it make sense to contend that
although the 60-day ban on strikes is con-
stitutional under the present Section 10, the
extension of that period by 180 days makes
it unconstitutional. After all, the operation
of the Rallway Labor Act now often pro-
hibits strikes for far more than 180 days
while the normal processes of the Act—in-
cluding the notices, bargaining, mediation
and reporting—are being exhausted.

First, however, any lingering doubt on the
constitutionality of a 180-day no-strike pe-
riod should have been laid tp rest by the
decision of the Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circult in Brotherhood
of Locomotive Fire & Eng. v. Certain Carriers,
226 F. Supp. 11 (D.D.C. 1964), 331 F. 2d 1020
(D.C. Cir. 1064). There, the Court of Appeals
affirmed a lower court decision upholding the
1963 railway strike statute, which prohibited
strikes for two years after the arbitration
award went info effect—for a total ban of
;abouft 21, years after passage of the statute
tself.

4. The Court of Appeals decision in the
Locomotive Firemen case supra, supports
the Morse Resolution in another respect.
The 1963 railway statute provided a far more
drastic remedy than would the Morse Reso-
lution in that the former called for compul-
sory arbitration whereas the Morse Resolu-
tion does not. The 1963 Act banned strikes
for 2143 years and imposed compulsory arbi-
tration and nevertheless was found to be
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constitutional. These two elements would
appear to make the constitutionality of the
milder Morse Resolution an a jfortiori
matter.

b. It is true that the 1963 railway situa-
tion posed more of an emergency threat
than does the current airllne strike at this
time. But this difference is not significant.
In the first place, it is settled that Congress
has the authority to avert emergencies, as
well as to resolve those that have actually
arlsen., Wilson v. New, supra, 243 U.S. at
348. Moreover, in welghing the constitu-
tionallty of legislative action, it is settled
that the courts will relate the statutory
remedy to the situation it seeks to correct.
In other words, an emergency situation may
Justify imposition of more drastic measures
than would be true of a less-than-emer-
gency situation. The Morse Resolution fol-
lows this approach by avoiding drastic steps.
It avoids compulsory arbitration and cuts
the no-strike, no lockout perliod from 214
years to the relatively short period of 14
year. And, under the terms of the bill, the
parties themselves will fix the wages and
working conditions for the six-month cool-
ing-off period, as well as for the future. To
put it another way, the Morse Resolution
rationally tallors the relief sought to the
nature of the conditions against which the
relief is directed. This underscores the es-
sential soundness of the bill in constitu-
tional terms; it deals logically and ration-
ally with the precise nature of the interrup-
tion of air services.

6, Wilspn v. New, 243 U.S. 332, held con-
stitutional a Congressiondl statute which
went far beyond anything contemplated by
the Morse Resolution. The Act in question
Imposed, by legislation, the terms and con-
ditions on which a railway labor dispute was
to be settled. In other words, Congress leg-
islated a solution. It did not leave the
parties free to try to resolve their difference
during a no-strike period as does the Morse
Resolution.

It did not set up a board of arbitration
to resolve the points of controversy as did
the 1963 Emergency Railway Act. Instead,
in Wilson v. New, the Congress had imposed
specific terms on the rallroads and unions
for which work was to be continued for a
period of up to 9 months. Nevertheless, the
Act was upheld. In the light of that deci-
sion, the constitutionality of the Morse Res-
olution follows as a matter of course.

Mr. MORSE. It is not surprising but
understandable that many of my col-
leagues have been asking me a good
many questions dealing with the merits
of the substantive issue in this dispute;
namely, the argument as to whether, in
view of the profits of the industry during
the past 2 years, the workers are not en-
titled to their demands, or almost their
demands.

I have already discussed in previous
speeches in the Senate, and in the com-
mittee, my position in regard to that
point. I have said over and over again
that the workers are entitled to a fair
settlement, but the fact is that in the past
2 years, which is really the only 2-year
period in the last 10-year period the air-
line companies have been making sub-
stantial profits. In fact, during the
past 10-year period there have been sev-
eral years in which various companies
have lost money and not made money.
Including the years of profits, their re-
turn is 5.1 percent. They would have a
hard time getting an investment in in-
dustry if, over a 10-year period, there was
only a 5.1-percent return on investment.

The question is also raised as to how
much of the profits the workers are en-
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titled to. They are entitled to some, but

s0 is the public.

As I said earlier, this is a regulated
industry, with hundreds of millions of
dollars of the taxpayers’ money invested
in the industry, first in the form of sub-
sidies for the large carriers, in the build-
ing of airports with taxpayers’ money,
which provided work opportunities for
the workers and the private enterprise
opportunity for the carriers.

So we have an industry that has a
vested public interest, which means
Government has regulatory power over
it. It does not mean that in a regulated
industry the workers can demand what-
ever they think the traffic will bear and
enforce their demand with a strike, if
their demand is obviously exhorbitant.
Nor does it mean that the carriers can
charge anything they want. It means
the Government has set up a regula-
tory board, known as the Civil Aero-
nautics Board, to regulate the industry,
to take whatever steps are necessary in
the fixing of rates, to see to it that it re~
ceives a fair return, to see to it that the
public shares in the profits, to the point
of having the rates fixed at a reasonable
figure, leaving also a fair share of profits
to the workers and the companies.

With regard to whether or not in some
particular industry, some particular job
classification may get more in that par-
ticular plant, and that therefore these
workers ought to be allowed higher
wages, there must be a complete under-
standing of the criteria that will have
to be considered by any board, or by any
arbiter, for that matter, in connection
with mediation in the fixing of wages.

So I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the REecorp a
memorandum headed “Special Compari-
son of Airline Wage Rates to Wages in
Comparable Industries and Occupa-
tions.”

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
ReEcorp, as follows:

SPECIAL COMPARISON OF AIRLINE WAGE RATES
TO WAGES IN COMPARABLE INDUSTRIES AND
OCCUPATIONS
During a public hearing before the Com-

mittee on Labor and Public Welfare of the

United States Senate on July 27, 1966, sug-

gestions were made by a spokesman for the

IAM that wages currently being paid to the

employees they represent are inequitably low

when compared to certain other industries
and contract settlements. Particular refer-
ence was made to comparable wages in bus
line repair, auto and truck repair, defense
industries, etc. Actually, these allegations
amount to an attempt at relitigating the
questions of fact which had been fully heard
and decided by Presidential Emergency

Board No. 166. A discussion of selected rates

in this context is inappropriate. The fol-

lowing comments are offered, however, to
assist interested persons in analyzlng the
accuracy and credibility of the allegations
made in the Hearing:

I. TYPICAL GREYHOUND BUS RATES

There is a wide variation between the rates
of pay for Greyhound bus mechanics around
the country and for such mechanics in cer-
tain west coast locations. The IAM cited a
recent IAM-Greyhound settlement which
gave a basic hourly wage to west coast bus
repair mechanics in excess of $£4.00 an hour.
That is true. The reference to this figure
overlooks, however, the fact that the pay
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for bus repalr mechanics working for this
and related companies elsewhere in the
United States is as follows:

Chicago.

‘Washington-Baltimore
New York Clty....._.
Boston
Atlanta
Pittsburgh
Minneapolis-St. Paul

To the best of our knowledge, the foregoing
rates include cost of living factors where such
factors are an element in the contract. When
comparing the current $3.52 mechanics rate,
which would be subject to an immediate
18¢ increase to $3.70 according to the PEB
No. 166 recommendation, it should be evident
that the recommendation continues to keep
airline mechanics far ahead of the large ma-
jority of their colleagues working on bus
repair around the nation. In this brief
analysis, it is also impossible to completely
tell how the bus companies place a limited
number of employees in the maximum rates
which are described above. Early reports in-
dicate a tendency to restrict the number of
mechanics occupying the maximum rate and
to expand the number of lesser skilled em-
ployees in lower labor grades working on bus
repair.

II. TYPICAL TRUCK REPAIR RATES

The Industrial Relations Department of
the American Trucking Assoclation pub-
lished on June 1, 1966 a compilation of
Journeymen mechanics hourly wage rates in
effect in selected cities throughout the
United States. The rates were drawn from
trucking labor agreements, primarily ne-
gotiated with the IAM. A copy of that
compilation is attached. It should be evi-
dent from a comparison of the $3.70 alrlines
mechanics rate (the result of $3.52 plus 18¢
per PEB recommendation) with the typical
rates in effect in 1966 that the airline me-
chanics are far ahead of the majority of
their colleagues working in truck repair
around the United States. Again, & small
number of west coast locations enjoy a
higher wage. Significantly, the PEB recom-
mendation for wage increases of 18¢, 15¢
and 15¢ over the life of the agreement will
bring the airline mechanics rates very close
to even these, most extreme west coast rates.
On the whole, however, the airlines me-
chanics rate is far ahead and will continue
to be far ahead of the majority of truck
repair mechanics rates.

III. TYPICAL AEROSPACE WAGE RATES

Douglas Aircraft Company, Inc. and IAM
District Lodge 1578 are under a contract
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from August 2, 1966 through July 15, 1968
for aerospace work by machinists in Santa
Monica, California. Wages paid to some
representative job categories as of July 18,
1966 are set forth below. These figures show
not only the basic wage rate but also a cost
of living factor which is being included in
the rate beginning in August 1966:

Building and equipment mechanic A_ ts

- BT
.07
The airlines employ so called “mechanics”
to perform comparable functions for these
job titles (with the exception of storekeeper
whom the airlines entitle a “store’s clerk™).
Comparing the $3.70 airline mechanics rate
for all of these job categories to the rates
stated above, it should be evident that the
airlines are ahead of the wages paid in most
of the representative mechanical categories
drawn from the Douglas-Lodge 1578 agree-
ment. Under the PEB recommendation, a
typical airline storekeeper would be paid
£3.07, the same wage being paid at Douglas
for the same function. Obviously, a more
detailed analysis is necessary If this subject
is going to be seriously pursued. A brief
study shows, however, that there is no pat-
tern of inequity when comparing airlines
mechanics rates to a typical aerospace com-
pany under contract with the IAM in a
west coast location, We have not-even dis-
cussed the lengthy progression steps through
which the Douglas-Lodge 1958 contract
compels workers to move as they go toward
the top of the rate. Again, just as in the
bus line situation, there is a great tendency
to subdivide categories into lesser skilled
levels and lesser pay rates.
1IV. UPDATING OF CARRIER EXHIBIT NO. 27 BEFORE
PRESIDENTIAL EMERGENCY BOARD NO. 166
COMPARING GROSS HOURLY EARNINGS OF A
TYPICAL AIRLINE EMPLOYEE WITH THOSE OF
TYPICAL EMPLOYEES IN AMERICAN INDUSTRY
Before the Presidential Emergency Board
#166, the carriers introuced Exhibit 27,
copy of which is attached. When all of the
published categories and rate levels in this
airline bargaining unit are considered, from
messenger to techniclian, including mechan-
ics, and when overtime and wvarlous forms
of premium pay are included in the compu-
tatlon, the weighted average gross hourly
wage for a typical employee in this alrline
bargaining unit turned out to be $3.42 per
hour (this is a statistical figure and there
is not necessarily any employee recelving

Sheetmetal workers, maintenance A.__
Storekeeper
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this particular sum). Exhibit #27 showed
that when this airline figure was compared
to an identically computed figure in other
American industries, the airline employees
ranked first and have ranked first for many
years. We have reviewed the U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor's booklet “Employment and
Earnings and Monthly Report on the Labor
Force” Volume 12 No. 12 for June 1966, to
update the earnings rankings shown in
Exhibit #27.

A copy of that United States Department
of Labor release is enclosed. Based on the
data available in May 1966, the airline em-
ployees ranking in first place continues to
be true. We refer interested parties to data
on pages 60, 62, 64, 66 and 68 of the most
recent BLS study, for confirmation of this
fact. The weighted average used in Exhibit
27 was 8$3.42. We conservatively estimate
that the Presidential Emergency Board’s
recommendation would add 18¢ to that fig-
ure, resulting in a new $3.60 welghted aver-
age. That keeps the airline employees sub-
stantially ahead of their counterparts in a
broad representative sample of other Amer-
fcan industries.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent to have inserted
at this point in the Recorp other data
and material that I have used in the pres-
entation of my point of view before the
Labor and Public Welfare Committee,
and before the Senate, dealing, for exam-
ple, with the item of earnings, dealing
with a table showing the comparison of
wage rates of comparable workers in this
industry and with workers generally or
in so-called comparable industries.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[Carriers Exuisrr 27]

RANKING OF AVERAGE GROSS HOURLY EARN-
INGS OF PRODUCTION WORKERS BY INDUBTBY,
MAINTENANCE OF EQUIPMENT, AND STORES
EMPLOYEES OF THE RAILROADS AND IAM-
REPRESENTED EMPLOYEES OF THE FIVE CAR-
RIERS
This exhiblit shows the relationship of the

average gross hourly earnings of the IAM-
represented employees of the five carriers
with the gross hourly earnings of production
workers by Industry groups and railroad
maintenance of equipment and stores em-
ployees throughout the past 10 years.

The TAM-represented employees progressed
from a ranking of fifth place among the
groups in 1856 to the top position in 1962,
a position which has been retained to date,

Ranking of average gross hourly earnings of production workers by indusiry, maintenance of equipment, and stores employees of the railroad
and IA M-represented employees of the 5 carriers, January of each year 1956-66

1966 1065 1964 1063 1962 1961 1660 1959 1958 1957 1956
AT S L R | I, $3.42 (1)1$3.41 (1)/$3.32 (1)|%3.18 (1)|$3.08 (1)|82.04 (2)|%2.86 (2; $2.78 (1)[52.48 (3)[$2.35 (4)[$2.19 (5)
Petrolenm refining and related industries. 8.37 (2)] 3.24 (2)] 3.20 (2)| 8.14 (2)] 3.08 2{ .00 (1)] 289 (1| 277 (2% 278 (1) 260 (1)| 243 (1)
Tmnspurtationequlpmcnt ________________ 3.20 (3)] 3.19 (3)] 3.08 (3)] 297 (4)] 287 (4)| 276 (4)] 274 (4)] 2.60 (4)]| 2.44 (B)| 236 (3)| 223 (4
ary ries._ . 8.28 (4)] 8.156 (4)] 3.06 (4)] 2.99 (3)| .01 (3)| 2.82 2,86 2{ 2,76 (3)] 2.56 (2)] 2.47 (2)] 2.88 (2
Ordnan - 816 (B)| B.07 (5)| 297 (5)| 2.80 (5)| 2.80 (5)| 274 (5)| 2.64 (5)| 2.58 (5)| 2.46 (4)| 2.80 Eﬁ 2,14 (7)
Printingpuhljshmaundauiedindustrm --| 8.09 (6)| 3.00 5; 3.98 (6)] 2.83 (6)| 2.78 Es 271 Eﬂ; 2.63 (6)] 2.54 (6)) 2.44 (5)| 2.835 (4)| 2.28 (3)
Machinery 808 (29 (7] 284 (2275 (7)) 267 (7)] 288 (8)| 253 (8)| 243 (8)| 233 (B) 226 (7)| 2.16 (6
_|12.96 (8)| 2.88 (B)| 274 (9)] 273 (8)| 2.62 (Qg 2.62 ('.-'; 2.85 (7)] 251 (7)] 2.86 (7)] 2.21 (8)| 2.09 (8
Chemieals and allied PRI 0 2 1L N0 2 203 (9)] 284 (B) 2.77 (B)| 269 (8)| 2.63 (B)] 254 (9)] 2.48 (9)] 2.35 (0)| 225 (9| 2.14 ()| 2.08 (9)
Fabricated metal nmrhm 2.81 (10)] 2.72 (10)| 2.65 (10)| 2. 68 (10)| 2.53 (10)] 2.45 (10)| 2.42 (10)| 2.31 (10)| 2.20 (10)| 2.11 (10)| 2. 00 (11)
Paper and allied pr 2,70 (11)] 2.61 (11)] 2.52 (11)] 2.44 (13)| 2.88 (14)] 2.20 (15)] 2. 22 15; 2,15 (15)| 2.06 (15)| 1.97 (15)| 1.87 (15
Stone, elay, and glsssnrodncts _________________________ 2,67 (12)| 2.56 (14)| 2.50 (13)| 2.44 (13)| 2.39 (13)| 2.30 (14)| 2.26 (13)| 2.17 (14}| 2.10 (18)| 2.02 (13)| 1.61 (13
nstruments and 2,66 (13)| 2.50 (12)| 2.51 (12)] 2.46 (11)] 2.42 (11)] 2.36 (11)| 2.27 (12)| 2.20 (12)] 2.11 (12)] 2.04 (12)] 1.0 (11
.luhberandmlseellaneousplwlcpmducts .............. 2.64 :14 2,50 (12)] 2,50 (13)] 2.46 (11)] 2.42 (11)] 2.84 (12)] 2.82 (11)| 2.26 (11)| 2.14 (11)| 2.08 ?” 2,01
?Iectrlcaiequi ent and supplies .......... 2,61 (15)| 2.56 (14} 2.50 (13)| 2.43 (15)| 2238 (14)] 2.8¢ (13)| 2.25 (14)] 2.18 (13)| 2.09 (14)] 2.02 (13)| 1.90 (14
dl:?é woduets________....... 2,48 (16)| 2.44 (16)| 2.38 (16)] 2.30 {m 2,24 (16)| 2.16 (16)| 2.10 (16)| 2.01 (16)| 1.93 (18)| 1.84 (16)] 1.75 (1
mseollnnmnsmmu.lncturingindustme... S| 220 (17)1 2.14 (17)] 2.090 (17)] 2.03 (17)] 1,98 ?7 1.93 (17)] 1.89 (17)| 1.83 (17)] 1.79 (17)| .75 (07)| 1. 66 (1
Lumber and wood products_. .o ... o[ 2.16 (18){ 2,08 (18)] 2,08 (18)| 1.97 (18)] 1,97 (18)| 1.84 (19)| 1.83 (19)| 1.80 (19)] 1. 74 Em l.saEm 1,60 (1
Furniture and fixtures_ 2,156 (19)| 2.07 (19)| 2.02 (19)| 1.07 (18)| 1.94 (19)| 1.80 (18)| 1.86 (18)| 1.81 (18)| 1.78 (18)| 1.72 (18)| 1.65 (18)
Tobacco manufacturers. RS RIES 2.15 (19)] 2.056 (20)] 1.97 .acg 1.90 (20)| 1.81 (20)| 1.74 (20)| 1.60 (20)| 1.63 1.656 (20)| 1.50 (21)| L.41 (21
Leather and leather produet; 101 (21)] 1.86 (21)] 1.79 (21)| .74 (21)| 1.71 (21)] 1.65 (21)] 1.62 (21)| 1. 58 (21)| 1.564 (21)| 1.60 (21)] 1.43
Textile-mill products. ... i _| Lo 21y L83 (22)| 1.76 (23)] 1.60 (28)| 165 (28} L.61 (23)] 1.50 (22| 1.51 (23)] 1.49 (28)| 1.49 (28)] 1.41 (21
Apparel and related products 1.85 (23)] L.81 (28)| L.78 (22)| 1.70 (22)| 1.60 (22){ 1.62 (22)] 1.58 (28)] 1.57 (22)| L. 563 (22)| 1.51 (20)] 1,41 (21

1 Asof November 1965.

Nore.—Figure in parenthesis indicates ranking of earnings.

Source: “Employment and Earnings,”’ U.8. Department of Labor, “Wage Statistics for Class I Carriers."

Intersteie Commerce Commission Company Records: |



August 2, 1966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 17977
TasLe C-2.—Gross hours and earnings of production workers, by industry
Average weekly earnings Average hourly earnings
o <3 May ril h April M April | March | M
] Mare! Ma ay arc a Aj
10&‘ %E&G 1066 19&{ 1 1966 ¥ 1966 msg 1&?
2.9 2.9 $2.91 $2.89
8516 312 3.04 3.0
328 .2 3.15 3,16
320 3.17 3. 00 3.09
: 3,40 3.49 3.46 3.43
3.43 3. 52 3. 60 3.47
Crude petrolenm and natural gas 2,86 283 275 2.73
Crude petroleum and natural |__________| 12884 126 36 123.73 3.15 3.12 3.4 3.00
a8
Oﬁ and gas field services. .| ... 116,87 | 118,00 | 11220 285 2.63 2,55 2,52
: T TR R R SR Quarrying and non mip- (_ioo...| 120,50 116, 22 119. 09 2. 66 2,60 2,65 2,50
e ___ e e - ‘mshe-d and broken stone. . 114, 66 114,29 117, 86 2.5 2.40 2 45 241
Contract construction. 140, 60 142, 88 140, 16 3,80 3.7 3.65 3. 61
15 =it General ing contractors. 13 74 134, 32 129, 54 3.68 3. 66 3. 52 3.49
i (R oy TN S llcavly construction. 1 a7, 138, 65 139, 86 3.42 3.39 3.33 3.20
S e e e R D ﬁlww and street construe- 1 133. 85 139, 58 3.2 a2 3.26 3.08
A e Bt e e Other heﬂv}' consl:mctlon ............... 39 142, 61 140, 22 3.55 353 3.42 .37
- Bpecial trade con! 147. 42 149. 62 147, B4 4,05 4.03 3. 80 3.85
Plun%hg. heattug. and =ir [ ______ 155, 155, 96 152 10 4,07 408 3.90 3.87
Con -
ngnmimmmhmghg, and 136, 22 134. 82 136, 60 3.87 3.8 3.72 3.64
ecorating.
T 1 L AL e Electrical work . 17L 97 173. 88 170. 82 440 4.48 4.38 483
Py A e R M oY Pl-ﬂfmrlng, Blome, |- 140, 59 142 40 137.47 404 4. 00 3.84 3.78
an worl
T e i s e i e TR i Roofing and shept metal wurk- _________ 116 90 122 50 121 97 3.50 a.51 3.36 .28
Manufacturing. 112 05 11124 110. 95 107. 53 2.70 2.68 2.61 2,60
9,94,2530-89_ .. Dumble goods . - ..o oeeen e 121,82 121 54 120.69 117. 46 2,88 2, 86 2.79 2.78
R Ty BRI A Nondurable goods. .o cooeo o A 9671 6. 88 4 2.43 2.41 2.35 2.3
DURABLE GOODS
Ord and s 13219 132. 62 13167 128, 96 126,28 § 3.4 3.15 315 3.10 3.08
Ammunition,except for small arms.| 131, 52 132. 99 132. 75 133, 34 130.19 3.20 22 3.23 319 3.16
Guided missiles and space- .
oraff sbmplata. .. Ll Lol o o 4 143.45 144. 14 140, 61 ISLTB ) e 3.44 344 3.4 .32
Sighting end nm control equip-
o AR R oL AL St el SRR 13042 134, 51 125,37 125.11 3.12 3.15 3.15 512
Othrurdnsueeandm 134. 22 132. 00 129, 03 120, 22 117, 50 3m 3.00 2,98 2,89 2.88
Limber and wood products, exwpt 4. 47 9L 84 88 51 80,42 B0, G 2.26 2.24 2,18 216 2.13
B ﬂlslndpmningmml....--._ 88, 41 85. 48 82.62 82.40 70,50 21 2.0 2. 2,00 1.87
T T I~ B Snwmil]s and mills, _ EL10 B4.23 84,46 BEAR |- caininn. 2.14 2.00 2.05 2.
243 Mlliwm’k. plywood, and related 103. 39 00, 25 9747 08. 79 9. 76 .41 2.38 2. 36 2.33 2.30
7L G P R T ST Millwork.. ... £ kdET 06, 22 04, 87 04, 53 £9,72 2.37 2.36 2.30 2,26
P R A I A S Veneer and plywood 102.20 100.06 ) 102 99, 30 2.39 2 2,35 2383
- Wooden containers. .. .o .oooo.- 76.26 75. 53 73.98 72. 98 7181 182 1.82 1.80 L75 1.76
oM 2442 T .. “'oodm boxes, shook, and |._.. _____ B 7L28 TL48 69,64 1.76 1.73 L7 in
240 Misnellaneouswoodmhds_ﬁ--_ 87.56 87.14 87.14 85,08 83,04 12 2.1 2.11 2.05 2.04
25 Furnitu.reand fixtures 0. 67 88. 75 80, 86, 89 85. 06 2.19 | 217 2,16 2,10 2.09
251 84.87 83. 64 B4, 67 80. 99 80, 39 07 2.06 2.06 L9 198
2511 waod house furniture, wonp- |___._._____ 8010 80, 98 T 65 0| 103 191 1.84 1.83
olstered.
WA . o s s e et et Wafegﬁdhmse furniture, uphol- {__..__.__| 85. 98 89, 69 Bu aLesy. - 4 2,23 2 217 p% 1
5 5
2515. Mattresses and bedsprings... .. B9, 01 BO.70 868, 76 85.79 230 2,80 22 2,04
52 Office fi 108, 20 108. 97 102. 48 49, 63 2.64 254 2.4 43
254 Partitions: aﬂimanﬁﬂnteﬁﬂm ......... 112.89 118, 02 111. 64 108, 00 2.74 273 2,69 268
U M ISR N Other furniture and fixtures. . o4 58 04,43 00. 47 89.16 2,30 229 2.27 2,18 218
32 Swmhda{asasndem 4 11506 113. 82 112, 56 110, 66 106, 97 272 271 2.68 261 2.5
321 155. 86 154, 51 147, 08 150, 58 3. 656 3,61 3.49 3561
322, Gm and glassware, pressed or 109, 62 109, 47 111. 92 106, 52 104, 54 270 2.78 27n 2,63 264
Gloss tai 110. 09 114,13 109. 86 108, 11 2,78 2.75 2.790 278
Pressadwdhlcwng!asswsre, 108, 40 100, 47 101 66 100, 04 267 2,67 258 252
not elsew here classified.
Cement, hydranlie_________._.____ 131, 56 132,19 130. 84 121, b4 124, 3,17 a7 3,14 2,95 2.99
Structural clay odtes. oL 4 98, 98, 96, 87 95,35 94,02 2,36 2.35 2,31 2,28 226
Brick and structu:a] clny e o2, 87 89. 04 80, 86 Ty ey ] MRS S 2.18 2.12 2.08 207
‘ottery and et Sl 48, 00 96, BT 04,40 93. 06 .45 2,44 2,38 2,85
Ga%et:.ugymm “and pl 118. 80 116, 60 114.06 | 11610 108. 11 288 2.65 261 2.58 28
1]
Oalter stoneand m[nen} products.| 116,33 115, 113, 82 109, 88 107. 27 275 am 271 2.61 2,61
brasive 110,42 118. 68 112, 61 11136 2.85 2,83 272 2,60
Primary metal industries.. .- - 137.99 38.74 137.256 09 14112 8.27 3.28 3. 26 8.17 3.20
Blast lmnm and basic steel 146. 97 143. 56 140, 69 156, 52 3.65 3. 51 3.39 34
Blgttﬂmsmlmdm- 147. 56 144.54 141, 66 150.04 |- il 3.59 3. 50 3.43 3.48
g m: F
Iron and steel foundries. ..........| 126.85 128,17 128, 60 126. 58 122,12 2,951 2,96 297 2.89 2.86
Gray iron foundries. 126. 73 1286, 59 127. 68 B SRR 2.90 2,91 2.85 2. 84
Malleable iron foundries 128.18 132. 49 122.72 126. 06 8.08 1 2.95 2.98
Bteel foundries. 131.83 130. 90 124 82 120.10 3. 04 3.03 2,93 2.88
Nonferrous smelting mdmﬂnh; 128.71 120. 82 126.96 ) 123,06 12521 8.06 3.05 3.08 2.03 2.96
Non[ermig.s rolling, drawing, 137. 684 18477 134,20 128.76 127.15 3.10 8.07 3.05 2.96 2.85
-, 1 O SR b . Ccpper rolling, drawing, and 130. 99 140. 30 133.20 128,18 3.16 3.16 8.06 2.099
extr .
Alulginum rolling, drawing, 141,04 | 137.26| 132.56| 140,85 iz 317 3.00 3.13
an truding.
O wire drawing and 121.02 128.18 123. 64 BELATY 2.90 2.8 2.81 2,78
Nnnferrglsa{oung dries__... Lo dil 118,16 117.74 117.17 113.13 106, DG 2.80 2.79 27 2.70 2.66
Aluminum 118, 58 18.02 112,34 109, 48 2.83 281 272 2,69
Other nonferrous 117.30 116.03 114.06 | 109.03 2.76 2.73 2.69 2.64
M:::tlll_nle.l:em primsry metal in- 151.51 | 146.46 150.23 | 14L.57 134. 55 34 3.4 3.43 3.30 3.25
Iron and steel forgings. 10.72 | 186.00] 146.20| 13074 8.58 3.58 8.44 | 8.40
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TasLe C-2.—Gross hours and earnings of production workers, by industry—Continued
Average weekly earnings Average hourly earnings
BIC Code Industry
Ma; April | March May April May April March May April
1 3 1 1066 1065 n% 066 lgm 1966 1065 1!1;66
D‘abrlmted metal products..._____.___ $121. 84 | $110.90 | $110.85 | $116.75 | $113.02 $2.86 $2.85 52,84 $2.76 $2.73
R b R T L R e, L e R L 141.70 138, 14 135. 36 134. 83 143, 3.26 3.22 3.20 3.18 3.28
< R e s S U Ulil‘tiery, handtools, and general 114. 26 113. 02 113. 57 110. 81 27 273 267 2. 65
Gul:lerynndhandtocls includ- 113. 21 112. 36 105, 41 2.67 2,65 2,54 2.5
Ha“;ﬁwm.not elsewhere classi- 113.15 | 114.67 113. 85 2,78 279 2,75 2.78
Heating equipment and plumbing 108, 40 108, 00 104. 40 101, ;1 271 27 2,70 261 2.59
ures,
Sal?itm-y ware and plumbers’ |......-... 110, 42 109, 07 105. 58 B I0 Lo 274 272 2.62 2.61
TASS 5.
Heﬂting[s equipment, except |....—-.- 106. 40 106, 53 103, 22 00,83 |- 2. 68 2.67 2.60 258
€lectric.
344 . F?ibrim&ed structural metal prod- 119. 42 117.73 117. 03 114.11 108 95 2856 288 2.82 278 2.60
ucts.
3441 Fabricated structural steel. . | ... 120,38 [ 119.39 116. 06 ML86 | o 2.88 2.87 297 273
L S TSR Meti?n] oors, sash, frames, and |..__._.__. 99,38 08. 40 98, 47 02. 67 2.46 2.46 2,39 2.37
¢ S s B H = Fahrlcat.ed platework (boiler |-.._.__.__ 123. 06 124.10 119. 85 2.93 2.92 2 84 2.78
shops).
G444 Sheet metalwork_.________._ |.._..._.._ 123, 123, 35 120, 98 2. 95 2.93 2.80 2.81
8446, 8440 . .. itectural and miscellane- |..........| 119.70| 113.93 110. 70 2. 85 2.82 272 2.70
ous metalwork,
345 Smw machine products, bolts, 128.13 126,83 | 128 82 121, 00 2.85 2.85 275 272
o B N I L Smw machine produets. .| ... 118,63 | 120.78 112,15 260 2.60 2, 50 2, 58
T R P ST LA S Bolts, ll}utrs , Screws, rivets, and |- 133, 80 135, 20 128, 45 2,08 2.98 2. 88 2,84
washers.
346 Metal stampings___.__... 134. 90 13276 131. 89 131. 26 3.08 3. 06 209 2,98
347 Loanng, engraving, and allied | 107.86 | 10508 | 105 42 98,95 2.52 2, 51 2,39 2.36
348, o md m fabricated wire | 11046 | 108.84 | 10852| 10425 2.61 2.50 2.50 2.48
u;
‘1]’) el fabricated metal 119.99 117.46 | 117.87 116, 05 279 278 275 27
products
Valves, pipe, and pipe fitlings |- -- seqli 12020 121. 556 119.71 2.84 2.84 2,81 2,74
134.08 | 134,51 127,74 3.06 3.06 2,95 2.91
Engl nes and turbines_..._____ .| 144.86 | 14157 132. 29 3.33 3.30 3.18 3,20
‘Bteam engines and turbines_ -] 147.65 145,51 | 135.74 3.41 3,44 3,36 3.40
Internal combustion en, mes, biiecacUl) C4E88 | 1400 130. 82 8.30 3.25 3.10 811
not alscwhm classi
and equipment__|.-......_. 131. 09 132, 62 119. 31 8,07 3.07 2. 61 2.86
Constnlction and re]sted machin- 133, 85 132. 07 133, 42 124,82 3.056 3,06 2,03 20
1 L T Construction and mining ma- |- 135,56 | I35.77 | 127.44 3.16 8.15 3.02 3.00
nery. :
Oii ﬂeld machinery and equip- |-......... 124.68 | 1282 | 121.00 2,84 2,82 .75 2.78
Cl:rnl:leyors. hoists, and indus- |- ... 130, 24 136, 34 120.37 2.4 2.99 281 2,78
Anes,
Mstmworking machinery and | 156.87 [ 153,45 | 153.64 | 146.10 3.30 3.20 3.19 3.1
equip!
qMachlne tools, metal cutting |..._._._.. 140.28 | 146,45 | 138.31 3.18 3.17 3.08 3.02
Lypes.
Bpffxctial dies, tools, jigs, and 172,18 | 17L.34 | 184.57 3.55 8.54 3.45 3.40
ures,
Machine tool accessories. 137.56 | 138,01 130, 54 3.03 3.02 2.04 2.01
Mi ‘l‘.‘li metalworking |....._.___ 141,51 | 143.74 135, 86 3.18 3.18 3.06 3.01
machinery.
Bpeci ‘ludu.stry nmchlnery_____.. 125,09 124,98 | 12524 120. 22 2.86 2.84 2,77 27
Food products machinery.._.. 131.26 | 120.70 127.01 2.99 2.96 2.94 2.85
Textile 103.76 | 105.22 101. 95 2.43 2,43 2.36 2.82
Printing trades mnch.il.lery. i e o 134, 4 131. 67 127. 3.11 3.02 2.98 2.40
General industrial machinery. . .| 134.33 132, 24 132, 54 125,99 3,04 3.04 2,93 2,89
Pumps; and gas com-
PrOBSOTE. oo oo 127. 46 127,31 122.39 2.93 2,92 2.82 2.78
Ball ‘and roller bearings. 137.34 136. 28 132. 68 3.15 3.14 3.06 2.98
wer tr.
sion ood,s_?o_ ______________ Fe 135. 58 135, 74 125. 42 3.04 3.08 2.91 2.89
Office, w-putmg and amounﬁng 131, 68 128, 52 132,13 125.33 3,06 3,08 2,97 2.95
m
Com tlngmachlnaamdcash ceeemmmeen|  134.92/|  130.00 132. 40 3. 3.24 3.13 3.10
re rs.
Bervice industry machines_________ 116. 34 115. 79 115. 92 113. 82 277 2,76 2 2.08
Retrlgerattol:;n. except home re- |._______._ 115,87 114. 54 115. 08 2.78 2.76 2.74 B §
gerators.
Miscell machinery......_...| 128.08 127.58 | 127.87 122,48 2.88 2.88 270 2.74
Electrical equipment and su pllea. SE15 108, 09 107. 68 107. 79 150. 87 2.62 2,61 2 57 2. 56
Eleetrie distribution equipment.___ 114. 53 113. 80 115, 60 112.75 278 2.76 278 271
Electric measuring instru- |-....____. 103, 41 103. 66 99. 251 2. 51 2.47 2.47
ments.
Po*;n;er and distribution trans- |._________ 118,86 [  119.00 116, 75 281 2.84 2.82 281
Mers.,
1 Bwitchgear and switehboard [.._._.___. 118, 53 122 83 120, 25 2.87 2.80 2.87 2.8
ap us,
Elecmmmial apparatus__..| 117.73 117.87 | 118.71 115, 48 2.78 278 2.73 27
Motors and generators._____.__{.____ suvi.] T 11814 119. 14 117. 87 2.81 2.81 2.78 2.76
Industrial e 114.00 [ 11583 111. 53 27 2.70 2,65 2.63
H hold 118. 24 119. 68 114. 77 112.33 2. 87 2.82 2.76 2.76
Househo‘ld remgera.tors gaas s T 132.68 | 12050 | 124,92 3.10 3.03 3,01 2,99
H hold laundry equip- [-...._.._.| 120.38| 12528 110. 28 2.95 20 2.82 T
t.
E]?c%lc housewares and fans__|_._____._. 9. 14 100, 04 97. 61 2. 46 2. 47 2. 41 24
Emdé‘.' lighting and wiring equip- 102. 91 101. 34 101, 43 9. 249 2.48 243 2. 40
Electrie lamps 104.86 | 104.86 | 103 38 2.57 2,57 2. 54 2,50
nght.lngeﬁﬂlm ..... 90, 20 0. 06 100. 21 247 2,44 2 45 2.42
vices._ . 100. 86 101 35 97. 23 ‘246 2. 46 2.36 2,34
Radio and TV receiving snts_--.‘-. 89,17 91, 57 91. 87 88, 98 87. 62 2.8 2,38 2,32 2% 227
Communiecation equipment_______ 120 22 119, 65 120, 67 116, 31 11L 48 2.89 289 2.88 2.83 278
Telephone and telegraph ap- 121. 72 123.19 118, 58 110.92 2,94 2.9 2,87 2.78
paratus,
Radio and TV ecommunics |.... .....- 118, 28 119. 00 11480 | 11208 |.........- 285 2.84 2.80 2.78
tion equipment,
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TapLe C-2.—Gross hours and earnings of production workers, by industry—Continued
Average weekly earnings Average hourly earnings
BIC Code Industry
May April March May April May April March May April
1066 1966 1966 1965 1965 1066 1966 1966 1065 1
e o AR W R LS - Electronie components and acces- $03. 25 $01.35 $02.43 §00. 20 §87. 56 $2.28 $2.25 $2. 26 $2.20 £2.20
Ay i
Elee!m tubes A e 110,93 112.46 102. 75 10L 40 2,566 2. 556 2.47 2. 51
ts, not 86, 87.02 86, e P 217 21 212 211
elsewhere classified,
Mi: electrical equip- 117.79 117. 62 117.10 112.33 111. 35 2.88 2.80 287 276 277
ment and supplies.
Electm'.al (Ui, t for en- 121.10 118, B0 118.20 116.87 2.99 297 2.80 2,90
Mpurl'.at. fon equlpment ............. 140. 48 141. 47 140. 06 137.81 134. 00 a2 3.0 3.28 3.19 317
and equip b= 148. 68 144, 57 148, 07 ot By i MRS 3. 41 3.87 3.32 3.31
Motor vehicles..-.-..- 154. 86 149, 155. 50 02 | oo s 3,48 3. 45 3.41 3.40
Passenger car bodies. i 149, 74 144, 14 148, 70 154. 07 3.5 3.19 3.45 347
Truck and bus bodles. ... Wi R TR 5T K ¢ 114. 54 114. 51 111. 78 2.79 2.78 272 70
Motor v;égiele parts mnd || 148 145. 147.74 142. 35 3.42 3.38 3.32 3.28
Alfreraft and wta _________________ 141. 70 130, 76 141. 48 130.73 127.00 3.25 3.25 3.78 312 3.00
ir i s 139. 78 140. 81 128, 86 137, 3.28 3.20 312 3.10
Alfreralt engines and engine | .. 141. 26 143. 01 134,30 125, 98 .27 3.28 3.18 an
Other afrcralt parts =nd |______._. 137.090 | 140.04 | 12093 | 126,42 3.18 3.14 3.06 3.01
equipment.
Blﬁp and %oat building and re- 130. 83 120.07 130. 10 122,78 120. 47 3.13 3.1 3.12 2.98 2.98
Ship%)ulldlng and repairing._. 135, 05 137, 52 128, 64 126,27 | 327 3.29 3.13 .11
Boathullding and repairing .| .. 101, 63 98.71 0. 4% 7. 88 2.38 2.3 2.38 2.5
Rnﬂmd aquij 138, 20 132, 44 127,92 a3l 3.33 3.27 3.19 8.18
Other transportation equipment._|..___.___- 95, 68 95. 60 93. 89,77 2.38 2,39 2.8 2.9
.| Instruments and related products. - 114.33 112,20 112, 67 107, 80 104. 38 2.60 2.68 2,67 2. 60 250
Englnetgring and scientific instru- 130, 59 133.18 124, 44 113. 96 3.08 3.09 2.0 2,06
THAMN
I]_d 1 ing and con- 114. 36 118.70 108. 47 103, 86 272 27 2,09 262 2.5
trol dewices,
M echanicnl maasm-hag deviees| ... 117.12 116.60 100, 67 106, 56 2.78 2.72 2.63 2,60
tml ure con- - ey 109. 98 107. 01 101, 26 2.67 2.65 201 257
Optical and ophtlmlmicgoods..--_ 102. 43 906, 63 101. 48 06. 70 95. 82 24 2,38 2.41 2.33 23
Ophthalmic goods. —em e |- S 88, 26 ol BB, 87 BI. 72 2.19 2.22 2.15 2,15
Bu.rgilim!, maedieal, and dental 96.51 98.79 93. 89 60. 63 83.26 2.32 281 229 2,26 2.2
equip.
Photographic equipment and 135.21 131. 63 129.90 121,756 3.08 304 3.00 s.02
sup 5
_anm,n and clocks. 90, 50 1. 62 B7. 86 B5. 2,24 2.24 2,18 2,17
manufacturing indus- 88. 80 8. T4 88.88 84. 58 83.10 222 2721 22 213 212
301 Jewalry. silverware, and plated 100. 12 100. 100. 80 8. 96 92.92 246 245 243 23 2.30
304, ‘I‘ws, ‘amusement, and sporting ... 7. 61 78. 60 76. 05 7892 199 20 1M 1,93
20413048 e s ‘Tuy ﬁll’:&. dolls, and play 74,30 76.82 " 70,69 19 1.98 189 1.89
o O M L Eportlng and athletlc goods, |.......... §3.01 82,81 81.61 BLO0 Yociiace 4 20 2.06 202 20
not elsewhere classified.
305. Pens, pencils, office and art mute- | 84.B4 85,44 §2. 41 8L 10 210 212 206 2.0
;MO oty e et b L Costgms jewelry, buttons, and 70.97 8L 2 B4 .03 204 .0 17 o7
notions.
893, 398, 399. facturing imimtrias_-., 95.75 4. 80 05. 47 90, 52 B9. 04 28 287 31 2.28 2.26
R it e e Muslml instruments and parls- .......... 98.25 9. 53 05, 27 93. 06 242 24 237 235
NONDURABLE G0ODS
Food and kindred produets. - 103. 89 10221 101. 25 100. 45 8. 74 2.5 2.58 2,50 2,45 2.45
Meut.p 108, 20 106. 58 105. 73 107. 42 105. 06 26 2.65 2.67 262 262
I packing._ 124. 64 124, 94 123.73 123. 31 . 3.0 3.04 2,96 205
8 g and other prepared | 114. 51 115,83 116, 34 110, 00 287 2.86 270 275
i 1
Poultry dressing and packing .. 61 B0 | 56.25 60, 45 ey T 1. 60 158 L5T 1.55
Dairy prﬁ% SR AT 10726 106.85| 10515 10X 74 35| 286 2.56 2,48 2.47
Ice creamn and frozen desserts 104.94 104, 104. 103.28 2.63 2,63 2.52 2,65
Fluid milk____ 112. 36 111. 14 110.17 108, 2.66 2,64 2,58 2. 56
Gunngd and preserved food, ex- 8. 8L 7. G v AT oo i 217 2,00 2,08 2m
cept meats,
Canned, cured and frozen sea- 56.00 57.98 52,49 2 E B AL =0 183 172 103 1.53
Canned food, t seafood 01.37 89,91 88.13 83,10 2.20 2.2 2,16 221
Frozen [ond empt seafoods. . |-cmoaeann B4, 87 78 78.88 75.58 |- 2.05 1.96 19 188
Grain mill pmduc _____________ 115. 44 114,23 114, 84 110. 25 11125 260 2,62 2.61 2,50 254
Flour and other grain mill 122,99 12121 116, 34 118,10 7 273 2.656 2.06
pmdm:h.
I'rep:r}ad hﬁeed.n for imals $8.12 96. 70 94.26 94,76 221 2.18 2.09 212
wis,
Baker'}'fnpm%ucts- L s AR 104,75 102. 40 101. 35 100. 35 9. 06 2.58 2. 56 2.54 240 2,47
eraniamm';h, and perishable 103. 87 102. 40 102,72 10L 25 2,58 2.56 2.83 2.650
pi ¢
Bisc;it, crackers, and pret- |- .| 05.94 o142 93. 30 92,19 248 2.46 231 .37
e
Bugar__ 117.00 119.97 117.17 110, 40 | 2.84 27 277 2.76
Ganaéctionsry and related prod- 86. 48 85,14 86.18 838, 80,98 2.2 220 2.16 213 212
e '
Candy and other fection- BL. 20 82,58 80.13 i 212 2.08 2.06 204
ery products. ]
Bowve 116. 64 116,93 114. 87 114. 85 11272 288 2.88 2,86 279 2,79
M 152,18 149, B6 147,78 144. 80 3.73 3.70 3.64 3,62
Bottled and 87.13 85. 47 86. 05 8LTT i ] 2.10 2.0 1.98
i t‘l o 102, 06 00, 84 99. 54 97.86 D028 | 243 2.40 237 2.3 232
TOOLL
bac 8641 85. 65 84,80 8L.10 77,96 2.28 2.26 222 2,18 2.19
Cigarettes 108.72 | 102,80 06, 9417 268 2,67 2.60 2,58
& 65.28 66,15 62. 87 58. 48 175 176 1.60 1,71
Textile mill prod 81,64 79. 90 Bl 22 T6. 54 75.08 1.83 1.94 1.92 1.84 1.83
Cotton broad woven fabries_______ #3. 76 B2 84 | 84,16 78. 38 77.28 | 1.93 1.94 1.98 1.84 1.83
Bﬂi.:brand synthetic broad woven .82 85,14 86, 68 82.78 80, 60 1.8 Lo8 1.97 1.89 1.87
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TasLe C-2.—Gross hours and earnings of production workers, by industry—Continued
Average weekly earnings Average hourly earnings
Al H0de oy M April March Ma: April M April March Ma; April
a; T y ay D are y
lﬁﬂg 1&6 1966 19656 1 1966 1966 1966 1965 1

Weaving and finishing broad wool- $80,76 $87.26 $87.23 £83. 42 $82.18 $2,04 $2.02 $2.01 $1.94 $1.92

ens.

Narrow fabrics and smallwares. .. 80, 64 77.49 79,52 75.76 73, 67 1.92 1.89 1.88 183 L8l

iy R R . 3 72.68 68, 81 70,98 67, 56 65, 60 L84 1.83 1.82 1.76 174
ng?nslu]] and knee length |- 65, 87 72,22 86, 20 Lo ] e R 1.79 181 i 173

osiery.

All other hosiery............_. 56, 80 50, 31 56, 83 55,29 1. 60 1,59 1M 1.54
Knit outerwear_ 3. 63 73.80 72,57 69,19 1.99 1,96 1.88 1.87
Knit underwear.___ - 6. 56 67.60 63, 53 62,54 |_ 1.72 1.72 .65 1.65
Fmishlngn textiles, exl:ept “wool 2 92,19 1.4 84,77 81. 56 2,10 2.08 1.99 1.97
70,95 81, 60 76, 63 77.156 195 L9 1.86 1.85

76,82 76. 79 72,26 7115 1.80 179 1.70 1. 69

91, 50 91, 38 86,11 84, 05 2,16 2.13 2.06 2,056

67, 51 60, 37 65, 52 '68, 72 1.87 1.88 1. 80 L7

83.92 85, 256 81, 37 78.28 2.9 2.2 2,18 2.11

Men’s and boys’ furnishings 57.67 59. 09 57. 68 56. 61 1. 58 158 1.53 153

Me?stmd boys’ ahirts PR, I B e 04 58,93 56.70 56,24 188 1. 58 1. 52 1. 52
WeAr.
Men's and boys’' separate |........ 58. 40 60. 04 B8 14 88 SR L58 158 1,58 153
trousers.
Work o.iothm;__-._,,__ __________ 56. 24 56,17 56, 02 2%, o L 1,52 1.51 1.49 1.48
“m;ns misses’, and juniors’ 71.40 70.99 78.28 66. 65, 86 2 2,04 2.07 1. 96 1.96
outerwear.
“omen 's blouses, waists, and |........._ 62,63 62,81 58, 31 e M Sl TR 1.81 1.81 172 L71
Women s, misses’, and juniors’ Sy 73.70 74.69 67. 67 {51 3 e S 2.13 an 2,02 2.03
Women’s suits, skirts, and | ... 77. 45 83. 49 76,16 00 B8 % o0 2.4 2.47 2.2 2.25
coats.
Women's and misses’ outer- [ ... 64, 58 66, 15 62. 24 Bl Q04 = L.76 1.75 1.7 1.71
gedar' not elsewhere classi-
ed.
Women’s |:m'ld children’s under- 63, 30 61,39 63.07 59, 50 57.21 172 L Ay 170 1.63 1.63
garments.
Wﬁmw'& and children’s un- [, ... 58, 03 60, 64 56, 83 LA TR 1,63 1,63 1. 567 167
lerwear,
Corsets and allied garments.__|. .. ....... 67,70 68.27 64, 58 B s L 1. 86 1.85 175 1,15

Hats, caps, and millinery.________|. i gt 66, 25 78. 66 67.13 i e 185 1.98 1.87 1.90

Girls’ and children’s outerwear...... 64, 62,47 64,38 61,12 57. 40 1.78 174 L 1.67 1. 64
Chi]grgﬂiﬁsdw, blouses, |-i.-.o... 60, 37 62. 26 60. 09 A R 1L.72 L72 1. 66 167

an ;

Fur goods and miscellaneous ap- |........_. 71. 84 7. 87 70. 25 L iy v 1.96 1.95 1.98 1.90

pare.

Miscellaneous fabricated textile 7469 7.7 73.92 V3. 54 70. 88 1.95 195 193 192 1.89

62, 87 85, 40 60,72 SRS Tt 1.69 1.60 1.65 164

117, 50 116. 91 112,66 | 100.72 2.7 2.72 2.70 2.62 2.60

132. 91 13172 127,11 123. 52 3. 00 2,98 2.96 2.856 2,82

Paper 141, 52 136, 08 130, 34 125,12 3. 06 3.06 3.0 2.89 2.85

Cumﬂe& paper and 103, 99 101, 92 101.89 07.88 . 2,47 2,45 2.4 .37 2,36
ue

Bags, except textilebags. .| ______ 96. 64 97,63 80, L, 2.34 2,88 2,26 2,24
Paperboard containers and boxes_. 107. 78 105, 34 107,10 102, 41 08, 66 2.5 2.52 2. 52 2.45 2.43
Fc].}gmg and setup paperboard .. _.____ 2. 95,17 91, 58 et ¥ il 2,31 2.31 2.25 2.21
Corrugated and solid fiber hoxes. .| ... 114, 48 114, 84 110.50 | 106,47 ... __.__ 2,67 2,64 2,59 2,56
Pl;lintht;g; publishing, and allied in- 122.22 120,12 121, 06 117. 04 115. 67 3. 16 3.12 3.12 3. 04 3.02
ustries,

Nowhfgapur publishing and 124, 87 122, 38 119, 60 120, 15 116, 71 344 3.30 3.35 3.31 3.26

pr A

Perlndi&puhiiﬁhingand printing. |- --_--__| - 12474 126. 00 122,30 BL IR o 3.156 3.15 8.12 3.07

Books._. el | T 114. 36 110, 12 108,00 |- C.. . 2.70 2 2. 66 2.63

Commorcial pri.nli,rl.g‘..--. = 125, 85 124.03 125.77 119, 87 118. 78 317 3.14 3. 16 3. 06 3.03
ui:mmnnml printing, excopt |--m--o--. 119, 81 121. 52 11571 315 R AT 3.08 310 2.99 299
Commlerlu\i printing, litho- |..........] 130.73 132. 84 127. 66 .22 3.4 3.16 a1

graphiec.
T O A A B?-ﬂsl;:}mﬁng and related fdus-| o492 | o%es| ouos| o228 22| 24| 23 2.81
ries.
278270 BT A Oilhnrt]}ubllshing and printing in- 122, 50 12211 125, 05 119,12 3.18 3.19 8.07 309
ustries.
Chemicals and allied produets. ... 124. 49 124. 66 122. 64 120, 69 2,04 2.02 2.86 2.85
Industrlal ehemicals_________L___. 137. 61 130. 68 137. 76 136, 24 3.31 3.28 .22 3.2
alles and chlorine. .. ... 133. 40 131. 84 820 8.23 3. 20 3. 29
Industrinl organie chemicals, 147.13 143, 06 3. 60 3.47 3.39 8H
not elsewhere classified.
Industrial inorganie chemi- 132.89 131 46 3.2 3.2 3.16 32
cals, not elsewhere elassified,

Plastics materials and synthetics._ . 124.12 125.70 122.00 120. 13 12211 290 2.03 2.90 282 2.82
Plastics materials and resins. . |-......._| 136.03 134. 51 131, 40 b S 3. 05 3. 06 3.00 2.09
Synthetiefibers. .. ... 1 _________ 114. 68 100, 75 109, B8 TIRAB 2.7 2. 60 2.61 2.61

Dru ey i 112.88 111 93 111.93 106, 104.12 2.76 273 273 2 60 2.5

har tical dangfess il 106. 00 106. 53 101 15 | DRI R 2. 656 2. 65 251 2.52

Soap, cleaners, and tolet gﬂods. o 119. 52 116. 18 116. 20 111, 70 108, 80 2.88 2.82 2.80 274 2.72
Soap and detergents. ._.._____ corpan it [l T 140, 19 32,19 000! |22 3.42 3.33 8.24 3.22
Toilet preparations. .. _.|oeeeeacnaa- 96, 97. 51 02, o0, o 2,49 2,39 2,84 2,31

ajnlt:, varnishes, and allied prod- | 120.70 117. 74 115. 23 115, 06 111. 24 284 281 277 272 270
e i S Ax.l'lcultural chemicals_ _ 108. 03 108. 85 104, 48 105. 11 104. 09 2.39 2,33 2.83 2,380 241
i.ru.: m. eomploto ANA x| vnn e 105. 06 102, 58 102, 34 WL 2,24 223 2.22 2n

Other chmicn.l products__________ 119, 42 118,43 | ' 115,62 116. 20 115.23 2.85 2.84 2.82 2.768 2.78

Pttarttlglemn refining md related indus- 144.24 146,12 141, 62 137.80 | 130.07 3.41 3.43 3.38 3.26 3.28

Petrolenm refining. .. ___.____ 151. 98 154, 64 140, 58 143. 72 147. 06 3.61 3.63 3. 87 3.43 3.46

Othkérs petrolenm and coal prod- 118, 96 116. 14 111, 87 116. 33 08, 2.7 2.7 2,67 2,62 2.60

uets.

30. Rubb&er' &nd miscellancons plastics 111. 41 110. 51 110, 46 107, 59 104. 45 2.04 2.65 2,63 2.58 2.66
i R TR L R R ) m";‘l.:ag and inner tubes (HAx 163. 16 159, 56 148. 43 145,80 | e 3. 65 3.61 3.46 3.44
S02, 308,806 .. ._ Other mbbﬂ' products. eeaaeoaoao| L 10701 104. 14 106, 57 102,76 9. 2, 56 2.54 2,856 2,50 2,47
Mi plastics products. .. 93. 02,25 92, 96 01, 52 88,91 2.2 2,28 2.24. 2.20. 2,19
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TasLe C-2.—Gross hours and earnings of production workers, by industry—Continued

Average weekly earnings Average hourly earnings
BIC Code Industry
May April March May April May A&l March Mogg April
1966 1866 1966 19656 1065 1966 1 1966 1 1065
31 Leather and leather produets.... ......| $74 £72.956 $78.92 $71. 44 £60, 56 $1.94 §1.603 $1.92 £1.88 $1.88
811 Leather tanning and finishing. 108. 16 101 43 101, 52 90, 42 96, 93 2,51 2.48 2.47 2.39 2.87
314 Footwear, except rubber. 72.19 60, 04 7106 68. 256 66, 61 1.88 1.87 1.86 1.82 1.82
312, 313, 315, 316, 817, 319.-.| Other leather products 71. 82 71.63 72.77 69, 74 67,16 1.80 1.80 1.80 1.84 1.84
ar Handbags and personal leather |._________ 7. 52 69. 91 66. 05 63. 01 1.82 1.83 17 1.79
goods,
TRANSPORTATION AND FURLIC
UTILITIES

1 o e R T Rnilrg:d transportation: Class I rail- 120.43 | 12088 oo am 2.98

mmal and interurban passenger tran-
41 L Lacal and suburban transporta- |.......... 110.88 100. 62 109. 06 08B0 |l 2,64 2,61 2.56 2.56
lnton:it and rural buslines__.__..|_ ____._.__ 143,42 18177 130, 94 128.40 |.ocaaas 3.18 3.13 3.0 3,00
Motor freight transportation and stor-|_. ... 131.25 131, 88 120,55 126.46 |.cooeeeeee 314 3.14 8.0 3.04

age.
Public housi . 53 92.98 01,49 2.38 2.36 2.3 2.36
PIpellne tmsportatiun i 150. 75 148. 45 3.70 3.656 3.56 3.51
C . 116. 47 113. 08 2.80 2,80 2,82 2.81
...... i ; 111,63 107,87 1 2.7 2.60 2.68
Swiltchboard operatlng em- 83,90 82,63 82, 80 2.28 2.27 2.25 2.19
oyees.
Llne coustmc!ion employees. . 153, 32 156, 06 140, 63 150.30 3.43 3.46 3.37 3.87
Tulefmph communication....._._. 124. 85 124.26 122.24 120.58 |- 2.89 2.01 2.81 2.79
d television broadeasting. 148, 52 148, 45 146, 52 145.78 |. 3.76 3.78 3.70 3.70
Electrie, gag, and sanitary services_ __ . 133, 09 133,25 131.14 130,00 |- 3.26 3.28 3.16 3.14
Electrie companies and systems___|. 135. 88 136,29 133.22 132.07 |. 3.20 3.30 3.21 3.19
Gas companies and systems. . il & 123.22 121,58 120. 83 118,03 3.02 2.98 2,94 2,90
Combined utility systems_________ 145. 91 144, 89 142, 54 142, 54 3. 55 3. 66 3.41 3.41
‘Water, steam, and sanitary sys- 100, 74 107. 83 104. 83 104. 33 2.67 2.63 2.52 2,52
tems.

Sour: ent and Earnings and Monthl

ce: Em|
June 1966, U.é;:

Report on the Labor Foree,
epartment of Labor, W, Willard Wirtz, Secretary.

Note.—Data for the 2 most recent months are preliminary.

Selected hourly wage rales for journeymen mechanics (excerpts from Inlernalional Associalion all because there is no national emer-
of Machinists trucking labor contracts)

1965 1066 1067
City and State Contract
expires
Date Rate Date Rate Date Rate
1 [$3. 36
. 11328 $3. 33
i . 81 (328 3.86
Baltim m. Md_,,_-_--_-.-._--_- Oct. 1]|325 3.37
Billings, Mrmt- ................. Aug. 1330 344
Nov. 28 | 3.27 3.43
Buffalo, N SRR SRR Aug. 1 |3.345 3. 445 July 31,1067
Butte, Mont._ i 1328 3. 40 June 30, 1068
i 1| 358 3.76 Dec. 31,1068
M 1]3.45 3. 56 June 1, 1967
Ckwolnnd. i eSS SR R July 1| 330 8.37 J une 30 1967
Columbus, Ohio_ . I = do..-| 3.30 .87
Detroit, Mich__.___ . ool Feb. 1 |3.48 3. 58 Aprr‘ l. 1967
Moi Wi j&pr. } g :g 3.51 i Do.
an, s 5
El Pas0, TeXewconormconanennnas {Toly 1355 May 1,1968
Erie, Pa Jan, 1| 3.1656 Jan,
Pregto, Callf . v emccene July 1] 3.8 Apr. 30,1068
Galesburg, Il --| May 1] 3.51 Apr. 30,1067
Kansas City, Kans _| Feb, 1|3.23 g
Los Angeles, Calif_.. -| July 1]3.8 Apr. 30,1068
New England area. -| Nov. 1] 3&.10 Oct. 31 1967
Nowark, N.J_____. | July 1]3.158 July 1,1966
New Castle, Pa______ --| June 1 | 3.355 May 31, 1967
New York City, N.Y__ .| Apr. 1] 3.50 Aug. 31,19&3
Oklahoma City, Okla.. .| Feb. 1| 3.29 ﬁpj‘ 1, 1967
oma) AR 2 Mar. 18 | 8.51 ar. 31, 1967
Peoria, Ill Feb, 1| 3.20 Do.
Pittsh l‘"r 1 SRR B ..do....| 3.42 Do.
P hilad, Pa Feb, 17 | 3.27 Feb. 17,1966
Phoenix, Ariz. July 1| 3.55 Aug. 1,1068
Poctland, Oreg 3. 40 1,1
3.36 Oct. 30,1067
3.86 May 1 Apr. 30,1908
3.86 —=do-... 0.
3.08 May 15, 1068
3.50 May 1 May 1,1068
3. 86 S A Apr. 30,1968
3. 46 Apr. 1,1967
- 3?23 ........ Aug. 31,1967
Widhite, Kana. ..o on e T 1aa D liam b ot Jan. 31,1966

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, I am sur-
prised, as I read newspapers, to read the
impression created by some of these
articles that the workers in this industry
are an underpaid group of workers. They
are not underpaid workers in comparison
with wages prevailing in comparable in-

dustry generally. That does not mean
they are not entitled to a wage increase.
I have always said they are. It isa ques-
tion of how much they are entitled to.
During the debate today, there has
been much discussion by Senators who
feel we should not pass any legislation at

gency. There cropped up in the several
days of testimony or debate the state-
ment that more defense goods had been
moved since the strike started than
before the strike.

There are two points to which I call
attention. How many more defense
goods would have been moved if there
had not been a strike? Second, if the Air
Force had not absorbed some of the
shock of the strike, in my judement the
Defense Department could not be making
any such statement. If the Government
owned all the trains and all the telephone
systems, there would not be a defense
threat from possible stoppages in those
services in the months and weeks ahead.
We have a multimillion-dollar Air Force
Establishment, and it has been able to
take up some of the shock.

This union is entitled to the highest of
praise for the cooperation it extended to
the Defense Establishment in regard to
servicing flights dealing with transpor-
tation for the Defense Establishment.
It worked out with the Department of
Labor and with the Defense Department
an understanding in regard to this mat-
ter, and it has kept it. I highly commend
the union for it. At the same time, I
point out that our defense posture to-
night would be much better if the strike
had not occurred and the workers had
continued to service the civilian planes in
connection with defense transportation
thus permitting the Air Force to use its
flights for purposes other than those to
which the Air Force planes have been put
since the strike started.

Let us not forget that the taxpayers
are paying an unknown amount of money
to make certain that the Air Force takes
care of any business that is presented to
it that this strike has created that is not
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taken care of by use of civilian planes
still flying. We do not know how much
that amount of money is, but I have been
assured, when I have pressed officials
who know, that it is considerable.

Another point in closing is that the
joint resolution which was passed by the
Congress on August 29, 1963, did deal
with the railroad strike. That is the
reason why the Congress stated in that
resolution:

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That no carrier which
served the notices of November 2, 1959, and
no labor organization which received such
notices or served the labor organization no-
tices of September 7, 1960, shall make any
change except by agreement, or pursuant to
an arbitration award as hereinafter provided,
in rates of pay, rules, or working conditions
encompassed by any of such notices, or en-
gage in any strike or lockout over any dispute
arising from any of such notices. Any action
heretofore taken which would be prohibited
by the foregoing sentence shall be forthwith
rescinded and the status existing immedi-
ately prior to such action restored.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire joint resolution be printed at this
point in the Recorp, because it is on the
basis of that resolution that, in my judg-
ment, Congress took an action even more
drastic than the action of sending men
back to work.

There being no objection, the joint
resolution was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

THE 1963 RAILWAY WORK RULES LAW
(Public Law 88-108, 88th Congress, S. J. Res.
102, August 28, 1963)

[77 Stat. 132]

Joint resolution to provide for the settlement
of the labor dispute between certain car-
riers by railroad and certain of their em-
ployees
Whereas the labor dispute between the car-

riers represented by the Eastern, Western,

and Southeastern Carrlers’ Conference Com-
mittees and certain of their employees repre-
sented by the Brotherhood of Locomotive

Engineers, Brotherhood of Locomotive Fire-

men and Enginemen, Order of Rallway Con-

ductors and Brakemen, Brotherhood of Rall-
road Trainmen, and the Switchmen's Union
of North America, labor organizations, threat-
ens essential transportation services of the

Nation; and
Whereas it is essential to the national in-

terest, including the national health and de-

fense, that essential transportation services
be maintained; and

[45 USC 151]

Whereas all the procedures for resolving
such dispute provided for in the Rallway La-
bor Act have been exhausted and have not
resulted in settlement of the dispute; and

Whereas the Congress finds that emergency
measures are essential to security and con-
tinuity of transportation services by such
carriers; and

Whereas it is desirable to achieve the above
objectives in a manner which preserves and
prefers solutions reached through collective
bargaining; and

Whereas, on August 2, 1963, the Secretary
of Labor submitted to the carrier and orga-
nization representatives certain suggestions
as a basis of negotiation for disposition of
the fireman (helper) and crew consist issues
in the dispute and thereupon through such
negotiations tentative agreement was reached

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

with respect to portions of such suggestions;
and

Whereas, on August 16, 1963, the carrier
parties to the dispute accepted and the orga-
nization parties to the dispute accepted with
certain reservations the Secretary of Labor’s
suggestion that the fireman (helper) and
crew consist issues be resolved by binding
arbitration but the said parties have been
unable to agree upon the terms and proce-
dures of an arbitration agreement: Therefore
be it

[Railroads, settlement of disputes]

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That no carrier which
served the notices of November 2, 1959, and
no labor organization which received such
notices or served the labor organization no-
tices of September 7, 1960, shall make any
change except by agreement, or pursuant to
an arbitration award as hereinafter pro-
vided, in rates of pay, rules, or working con-
ditions encompassed by any of such notices,
or engage in any strike or lockout over any
dispute arising from any of such notices.
Any action heretofore taken which would
be prohibited by the foregoing sentence shall
be forthwith rescinded and the status exist-
ing immediately prior to such action restored.

[Arbitration Board]

SEC. 2. There is hereby established an arbi-
tration board to consist of seven members,
The representatives of the carrier and orga-
nization parties to the aforesald dispute are
hereby directed, respectively, within five days
after the enactment hereof each to name two
persons to serve as members of such arbitra-
tion board. The four members thus chosen
shall select three additional members. The
seven members shall then elect a chalrman,
If the members chosen by the parties shall
fail to name one or more of the additional
three members within ten days, such addi-
tional members ghall be named by the Presi-
dent, If either party falls to name a mem-
ber or members to the arbitration board
within the five days provided, the President
shall name such member or members in
lieu of such party and shall also name the
additional three members necessary to con-
stitute a board of seven members, all within
ten days after the date of enactment of this
joint resolution. Notwlthstanding any other
provision of law, the National Mediation
Board is authorized and directed: (1) to com-
pensate the arbitrators not named by the
parties at a rate not in excess of $100 for
each day together with necessary travel and
subsistence expenses, and (2) to provide
such services and facilities as may be nec-
essary and appropriate in carrying out the
purposes of this joint resolution.

SEec. 3. Promptly upon the completion of
the naming of the arbitration board the Sec-
retary of Labor shall furnish to the board
and to the parties to the dispute copies of
his statement to the parties of August 2,
1963, and the papers therewith submitted to
the parties, together with memorandums and
such other data as the board may request
setting forth the matters with respect to
which the parties were In tentative agree-
ment and the extent of disagreement with
respect to matters on which the parties
were not in tentative agreement. The arbi-
tration board shall make a declsion, pur-
suant to the procedures hereinafter set forth,
as to what disposition shall be made of those
portions of the carriers’ notices of November
2, 1959, identified as “Use of Firemen (Help-
ers) on Other Than Steam Power" and “Con-
sist of Road and Yard Crews"” and that por-
tion of the organizations' notices of Septem-
ber 7, 1960, identified as “Minimum Safe
Crew Consist” and implementing proposals
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pertaining thereto. The arbitration board
shall incorporate in such decision any mat-
ters on which it finds the parties were in
agreement, shall resolve the matters on
which the parties were not in agreement,
and shall, in making its award, give due con-
sideration to those matters on which the
parties were in tentative agreement. Such
award shall be binding on both the carrier
and organization parties to the dispute and
shall constitute a complete and final dis-
position of the aforesald issues covered by
the decision of the board of arbitration.

[44 Stat. 582-585. 46 USC 157, 1568, 1569]

Sec. 4. To the extent not Inconsistent with
this joint resolution the arbitration shall be
conducted pursuant to sections 7 and 8 of
the Railway Labor Act, the board’s award
shall be made and filed as provided in said
sections and shall be subject to section 9 of
sald Act. The United States District Court
for the District of Columbia is hereby desig-
nated as the court in which the award is to
be filed, and the arbitratior. board shall re-
port to the National Mediation Board in the
same manner as arbitration boards function-
ing pursuant to the Railway Labor Act. The
award shall continue in force for such period
as the arbitration board shall determine in
its award, but not to exceed two years from
the date the award takes effect, unless the
parties agree otherwise.

[Hearings]

Sec. 5. The arbitration board shall begin
its hearings thirty days after the enactment
of this joint resolution or on such earlier
date as the parties to the dispute and the
board may agree upon and shall make and
file its .wward not later than ninety days after
the enactment of this joint resolution: Pro-
vided, however, That sald award shall not
become effective until sixty days after the fil
ing of the award. y

Sec. 6. The parties to the disputes arising
from the aforesaid notices shall immediately
resume collective bargaining with respect to
all issues raised in the notices of November
2, 1959, and September 7, 1960, not to be
disposed of by arbitration under section 3 of
this joint resolution and sha'l exert every
reasonable effort to resolve such issues by
agreement. The Secretary of Labor and the
National Mediation Board are hereby di-
rected to give all reasonable assistance to the
parties and to engage in mediatory action
toward promoting such agreement.

Sec. 7. (a) In making any award under
this joint resolution the arbitration board
established under section 2 shall give due
consideration to the effect of the proposed
award upon adequate and safe transporta-
tion service to the public and upon the in-
terests of the carrier and employees affected,
giving due consideration to the narrowing
of the areas of disagreement which has been
accomplished in bargaining and mediation.

(b) The obligations imposed by this joint
resolution, upon suit by the Attorney Gener-
al, shall be enforcible through such orders
as may be mnecessary by any court of the
United States having jurisdiction of any of
the parties.

[Expiration date]

Sec. 8. This joint resolution shall expire
one hundred and eighty days after the enact-
ment, except that it shall remain in effect
with respect to the last sentence of section 4
for the period prescribed in that sentence,

SEc. 9. If any provision of this joint reso-
lution or the application thereof is held in-
valid, the remainder of this joint resolution
and the application of such provision to
other parties or in other circumstances not
held invalid shall not be affected thereby.

Approved August 28, 1963.
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LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

House Report No. 713 accompanying H.J.
Res. 666 (Comm. on Interstate & Foreign
Commerce) .

Senate Report No. 459 (Comm. on Com-
merce).
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Aug. 26: Considered in Senate.

Aug. 27: Considered and passed Senate.

Aug. 28: Considered and passed House in
lieu of H.J. Res. 665.

Mr. MORSE. This was an action to
prevent men from stopping work. This
was an action even ahead of the strike
stage. Section 8 of the joint resolution
provides:

This joint resolution shall expire one
hundred and eighty days after the date of
its enactment, except that it shall remain
in effect with respect to the last sentence
of section 4 for the period prescribed In that
sentence.

That sentence reads as follows, speak-
ing of the award:

The award shall continue in force for such
period as the arbitration board shall deter-
mine in its award, but not to exceed two
years from the date the award takes effect,
unless the parties agree otherwise.

That is quite a drastic resolution. It
is an interesting precedent that the Sen-
ator from Oregon cites in support of the
major principle of his own resolution.

I am sorry that it was necessary fto
take this amount of time, but I felt that
the Recorp ought to be made tonight so
that it will be available to Senators
tomorrow.

° Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the hour
is late.

I do not intend to reply tonight to
what the Senator from Oregon and the
Senator from Louisiana have said. To
the extent that it may be necessary, I
shall be prepared to speak tomorrow.

For the moment, I feel compelled by
the action of the Senator from Louisiana
in placing in the Recorp a letter from
the Attorney General to say that, in my
opinion and in the opinion of many other
lawyers in the Senate, no serious legal or
constitutional issue is involved. The
Attorney General raised constitutional
and legal issues, and this merely creates
a smokescreen that obscures the real
problem. In the end, the issue between
the majority of the committee and the
Senator from Oregon boiled down to a
question of good government and political
judgment as to which method was
preferable.

I have advanced my own reasons ear-
lier as to why I think the committee res-
olution is preferable to that of the Sen-
ator from Oregon. I have no desire to
repeat them now.

I would hope that in accordance with
the order heretofore entered, the Senate
might stand in adjournment until 11
o'clock tomorrow morning.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator withhold that for
a moment?

Mr. CLARK. Iam happy to withdraw
it for the time being.

Mr., LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Pres-
ident, lawyers differ about many things.
As a lawyer, I find myself sometimes

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

thinking of a statement that the major-
ity leader [Mr. MANSFIELD] once made.
Senator MansFIELD is not a lawyer; and
when he has heard lawyers debate back
and forth over a long period of time on
some technical point of law, he has said
that his best understanding about law-
yers is that in every lawsuit you have
lawyers on both sides; one side wins and
the other side loses; so his impression is
that the average lawyer is right 50 per-
cent of the time.

I, of course, have a high regard for
the legal talents of the Senator from
Pennsylvania. I have a high regard for
the talents of the Senator from Oregon,
who was one of the great law school
deans of the country prior to coming to
the Senate. The Senator from Oregon
has had much experience in the labor
field, and I would say, as one who is a
lawyer of sorts and has practiced some
government law, I yield to those who are
professionals in the labor field on a
matter of this sort.

I do not know what experience the
Senator from Pennsylvania may have
had in this field; but generally speaking,
Mr. President, it has been my opinion
that the Attorney General is a very good
lawyer, and he has some extremely able
lawyers available to work with and advise
him in this field. I would say that if I
were seeking a sound opinion from some-
one on a matter of this sort, the opinion
of the Attorney General would rate very
high, in my judgment.

The Senator from Oregon is also a
very experienced student and teacher of
the law. In the labor relations field he
has been eminent.

I should say, Mr. President, that while
every Senator is entitled to have the
highest regard for his own opinion, I
would not lightly dismiss the opinion of
the Attorney General of the United
States and the opinion of the senior
Senator from Oregon on a matter such
as this, where both of them have great
experience and, in my judgment, great
talent in the field.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 10220) for
the relief of Abdul Wohabe.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills and
joint resolutions, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R.7028. An act to provide compensa-
tion to the Crow Tribe of Indians, Montana,
for certain lands, for the validation of titles
of those lands, and for other purposes;

H.R. 7973. An act to amend section 4339 of
title 10, United States Code;

H.R.8000. An act to amend the Ship
Mortgage Act, 1920, relating to fees for cer-
tification of certain documents, and for
other purposes;

HR.11979. An act to make permanent the
act of May 22, 1965, authorizing the pay-
ment of special allowances to dependents of
members of the uniformed service to offset
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expenses incident to their evacuation, and
for other purposes;

HR. 11984, An act to amend section 701
of title 10, United States Code, to authorize
additional accumulation of leave in certain
foreign areas;

H.R.12596. An act to amend the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, as amended;

H.R.13982. An act to amend the act of
August 14, 1964, to authorize payments of any
amounts authorized under the act to the es-
tate of persons who would have been eligible
for payments under the authority of the act,
and for other purposes;

H.R. 14075. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of Commerce to settle and pay certain
claims arising out of the taking of the 1960
decennial census;

H.R. 14615. An act for the relief of certain
members and former members of the Army on
whose behalf erroneous payments were
made for storage of household goods;

HR.15485. An act to authorize the ex-
change of certain fluorspar and ferromanga-
nese held in the national and supplemental
stockpiles;

H.R. 16748. An act to amend title 10, United
States Code, to authorize a special 30-day
period of leave for a member of a uniformed
service who voluntarily extends his tour of
duty in a hostile fire area;

H.R. 16074, An act to cancel certain unpaid
interest accrued after September 30, 1931,
on loans made to World War I veterans upon
the security of adjusted-service certificates;

H.J. Res. 561. Joint resolution to authorize
the Secretary of the Army to furnish memo-
rial headstones or markers to commemorate
those civillans who lost their lives aboard the
submarine U.8.S. Thresher; and

H.J. Res. 810, Joint resolution to authorize
the President to proclaim the 8th day of
September 1966 as “International Literacy
Day.”

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS REFERRED

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were severally read twice by their
titles and referred, as indicated:

H.R.7028. An act to provide compensation
to the Crow Tribe of Indians, Montana, for
certain lands, for the validation of titles of
those lands, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 7973. An act to amend section 4339 of
title 10, United States Code;

H.R. 11979. An act to make permanent the
act of May 22, 1965, authorizing the pay-
ment of special allowances to dependents of
members of the uniformed services to offset
expenses incident to their evacuation, and
for other purposes;

H.R. 11984. An act to amend section 701 of
title 10, United States Code, to authorize
additional accumulation of leave in certain
foreign areas;

H.R. 15486. An act to authorize the ex-
change of certaln fluorspar and ferromanga-
nese held in the national and supplemental
stockpiles;

H.R.15748. An act to amend title 10,
United States Code, to authorize a special
30-day period of leave for a member of a
uniformed service who voluntarily extends
his tour of duty in a hostile fire area; and

H.J, Res. 561, Joint resolution to authorize
the Secretary of the Army to furnish memo-
rial headstones or markers to commemorate
those civillans who lost their lives aboard
the submarine U.8.8. Thresher; to the Com-
mittee on the Armed Services.

H.R. 8000. An act to amend the Ship
Mortgage Act, 1920, relating to fees for cer-
tification of certain documents, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce.
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H.R. 12696, An act to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, as amended;

H.R. 13982, An act to amend the act of
August 14, 1964, to authorize payments of
any amounts authorized under the act to
the estate of persons who would have been
eligible for payments under the authority
of the act, and for other purposes;

H.R. 14075. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Commerce to settle and pay certain
claims arising out of the taking of the 1960
decennial census;

H.R. 14615. An act for the relief of cer-
tain members and former members of the
Army on whose behalf erroneous payments
were made for storage of household goods;

H.R. 16074. An act to cancel certain un-
paid Interest accrued after September 30,
1931, on loans made to World War I veterans
upon the security of adjusted-service certif-
icates; and

H.J. Res. B10. Joint Resolution to au-
thorize the President to proclaim the 8th day
of September 1966 as “International Literacy
Day”: to the Committee on the Judiciary.

ADJOURNMENT UMTIL 11 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the order heretofore
entered, that the Senate adjourn until
11 o'clock a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 45 minutes p.m.) the Sen-
ate adjourned until 11 o’'clock am,,
Wednesday, August 3, 1966.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate August 2, 1966:

IN THE AR ForCE

Marsene E. Adkisson, FR34673, for reap-
pointment to the active list of the Regular
Alr Force, in the grade of lieutenant colonel,
from the temporary disability retired list,
under the provisions of sections 1210 and
1211, title 10, United States Code.

The following persons for appointment in
the Regular Air Force, in the grades indi-
cated, under the provisions of section 8284,
title 10, United States Code, with a view to
designation under the provisions of section
8067, title 10, United States Code, to perform
the dutles indicated, and with dates of rank
to be prescribed by the Secretary of the Air
Force:

To be captain, USAF (Medical)

Robert S. Demskl, FV3126109.

To be captain, USAF (Dental)

Richard A. Gallagher, FV3140460.

To be first lieutenants, USAF (Dental)

James L. Bowman, FV3142061.

John W. Nehls, Jr., FV3165753.

Paul C. Doran, FV3141533.

Eenneth L. Roehrig, FV3142321.

The following distinguished graduates of
the Air Force precommissioned schools for
appointment in the Regular Air Force in the
grade of second lieutenant, under the provi-
sions of section 8284, title 10, United States
Code, with dates of rank to be determined
by the Secretary of the Air Force:

Charles J. Abbe, FV3160420.

Frederic L, Abrams, FV3177377.

John W, Adams, FV3172214.

Bruce D, Allen, FV3183795.

Mervin B. Allen, FV3162834.

Martin G. Anderson, FV3183796.

Lawrence A, Ankeney, FV3175861.

Edward L. Arnn, Jr., FV3159580.
Karl Auerbach, FV3174225,

Jon P. Bachelder, FV3160996.
John W. Bandy, FV3170028.
John B. Barham, FV3159199,
Richard L. Bartels, FV3175729.
James B, Barton, FV3173013.
John W. Beasley, FV3176371.
Scott W, Beckwith, FV3162232.
Robert E. Bennett, FV3173610.
David W. Blakely, FV3162565.
Samuel J. Bowden, FV3183800.
George V. Boyd ITI, FV3174738.
John A, Boyd, FV3175555.

Paul H. Bragaw, FV3159382.
James H. Brittingham, FV3162980.
Wesley H. Broers, FV3158508.
Nelson C. Brown, FV3176911.
John F. Bubel, FV3174526.
James P. Buchanan, FV3162238.
Daniel R. Burchfield, FV3163510.
Willlam E. Burrows, FV3172294,
John A. Caffo, FV31T1671.
Lawrence J. Cahill, FV3174077.
Von A. Campbell, FV3179210.
Ralph J. Capio, FV3174079,
Willlam L. Cesarotti, FV3172203.
Michael A. Clolli, FV316217.
Alan B. Cirino, FV3171306.
‘Warren E. Cockerham, FV310204.
Sebastian Coglitore, FV3174177.
Peter Conforti, FV3179188.
Richard Coullahan, FV3174178.
Kenneth E, Cox, FV3183801.
Gary L. Curtin, FV3173179.
Arthur D. Daub, FV3172495.
Bobby G. Davis, FV3183803.
John S. Davis, FV3159205.
Willlam W. Davis, FV3173944.
Richard A. Devoss, FV3173180.
David M. Dirks, FV3134217.
Gary R. Ebert, FV3177367.

Edgar C. Edwards, FV3160072.
Willlam V. Edwards, FV3161250.
Timm G. Engh, FV3183804.
John J. Ezell, FV3162383.

Jack 8. FPenster, FV3158224,
Willlam D, Fields III, FV3171933.
John M. Florell, FV3172790.
Joseph V. Florini, FFV3133065.
Richard E. Ford, FV3172498.
Thomas W. Forehand, FV3183806.
Alan M. Forker, FV3172664.
James A. Freeman, FV3171599,
Phillip M. Friday, FV3178987.
Robert C. Fuge, FV3174231.
Lewls B. Gaines, FV3172921.
Brian W. Galusha, FV3174408.
Manuel W. Garrido, FV3174187.
Samuel R. Gaston, FV3162578.
John D. German, Jr., FV3177203.
Sidney C. Gibson, FV3183807.
Ronald A. Gleleghem, FV3173492,
Benjamin J. Giles, FV3157319.
Joseph K. Gill, FV3174542.
Orest R. Gogosha, FV3174486.
Richard A. Goodwin, FV3174021.
Howard M. Goodwyn, Jr., FV3154490,
Leon M. Gopon, FV3158532.
John B, Gordon, FV3172372.
Wade A. Greer, FV3176620.
James R. Grigsby, FV3171047.
David M. Grimm, FV3173434.
Robert K. Gross, FV3173662.
Donald L. Hall, Jr., FV3179141,
SBtephen E. Harrison, FV3159411.
Gary T. Hawes, FV3176759.

Lee M. Hazel, FV3183811.

Wayne R. Heinke, FV3172503.
Earl D, Henderson, FV3183813.
Arthur K. Hendrick, FV3183814.
Peter M. Hendricks, FV3172454.
James L. Hendrickson, FV31756131.
Dennis C. Hermerding, FV31T76274.
John C. Heuss, FV3174593.
Douglas W. Hill, FV3157705.
Terry B. Hoag, FV3158486.
Gerald R. Holladay, FV3183815.
Claude F. Hough III, FV3175564.
Richard A. House II, FV3171230.
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Harold E. Howell, FV31838186.

Jack D. Howell, FFV3163517.
Robert F, Jobe, FV3171050.

Gerald L. Jones, FV3183818.
Johnnie Kemp, FV3176455.

David J. Kllpatrick, FV3177423,
James T. Kindle, FV3160212.

Oscar W. King, FV3158054.

Jerry G. Klinko, FV31T71142.
Ronald D. Langlas, FV3172678.
John T, Large, FV3183842.

Charles T. Larue, Jr., FV3176281.
Robert G. Leadbitter, FV3177309.
Douglas L. Leavens, FV3174594.
Robert L. Leboeuf, FV31792086.
Jamie R. Little, FV31T73716.

Daniel W. Litwhiler, FV3158171.
Harold E, Livings, FV3174415.
Gerald J. Lopez, FV3176027.

John S. Lowry III, FV3171008.
Milton A. Magaw, FV3174115.

Gary J. Magnusson, FV3174116.
Frederic J. Maley, FV3159339.
Robert C. Marcan, FV3171314.
Phil 8. Martin, FV3175569.
William M. Martin, Jr., FV3174639.
Martin R. McAulay, FV3171146.
Ronald A. McBride, FV3172076.
Roland J. McDonald, FV3173545.
William R. McFadden, FV3172960.
William B. McKelvey, FV3175077.
Robert M. McWhorter, FV3174712.
Richard G. Meck, FV3171512.
Robert A. Meyer, FV3175200.
Douglas A. Milbury, FV3174418.
Barry A. Miller, FV3176394.

Kent G. Miller, FV3176547.
Norman A. Mingle, FV3174642,
Gary L. Mitchell, FV3173854.
Joseph A, Mitchell, FV3170746.
Stephen J. Mitchell, FV3174643.
William A. Mitchell, FV3176651.
Carroll E. Mizelle, FV3178975.
Thomas N. Moe, FV3175200.
David M. Morrison, FV3175837.
Wendell F. Moseley, Jr.,, FV3176707.
David J. Moss, FV3176431.

Gene P. Neely, FV3173906.

Donald J. Neese, FV3183827.
George E. Nelson, FV3183828.
Norman 8. Newhouse, FV3179131.
James G. Nicholas, FV3174128.
Willlam C. Oberlin, FV3172548.
Willlam J. O'Neill, FV3172472.
Wesley E. Parks, FV3176859.
Clifford L. Pate, FV3183829,
Roger G, Patrick, FV3173966.
Michael L. Patton, FV3172264.
Dennis A, Plermarini, FV3178980.
Willilam Popendorf, FV3171354.
Stephen G. Porter, FV3179149.
Bronislaw Prokuski, Jr., FV3180563.
Thomas Radziewicz, FV3174138.
Barry J. Rapalas, FV3171016.
George A. Repasy, FV3171232.
Franklin M. Ridenour, FV3173061.
EKenneth A. Rivers, FV3174212.
EKenneth L. Roberts, FV3170966.
Albert E. Rodriguez, FV3173500.
William V. Rogers, FV3160991.
William G. Rohde, FV3172817.
Johnny W. Roquemore, FV3170752.
Richard L. Rose, FV3177179.
Gary C. Ross, FV3173152.

Richard H. Rossmiller, FV3172551.
William J. Ruddell, FV3172333,
Jay D. Ruzak, FV3171360.
Thomas E. Ruzzo, FV3172418.
Terry Sao, FV3177181.

Lawrence E. Sawler, FV3173154.
Charles P, Saxer, FV3171018.
Edward J. Schur, FV3174152,
Barry P. Scott, FV3175579.
Robert J. Selter, FV31726386.
Robert E. Setlow, FV3177092.
Dennis A, Sevakis, FV3173504.
George F, Shaw, FV3155933.
George W, Shell, FV3158064.

James E, Sherrard III, FV3173729.




August 2, 1966

Carlan W. Silha, FV3172050.
James R. Sloan, FV3177105.
Willlam E. Smith, FV3158818.
William R. Sneddon, FV3183831.
Joseph A, L. Soulia, FV3183832.
‘William F. Spitzer, FV3175240.
Willlam E. Stanfill, FV3159172.
Richard P. Stead, FV3175514.
Jackie L. Stopkotte, FV3183833.
Daniel E. Stribling, FV3176688.
Errol G. Stump, FV3175347.
Ellison Summerfield, FV3177217.
Robert Taiclet, FV3178892.
Eugene L. Tattini, FV3177388.
Charles H. Tracy, FV3183834.
Bobby D. Taylor, FV3174726.
Earl A. Tonjes, FV3174981.
John P. Tonkinson, FV3174161.
Theodore L. Tower, FV3173476.
Paul E. Tyler, FV3183841.

Leon G. Vandevender, FV3173686.
James Vanlare, FV3174507.
Nicholas C. Varney, FV3177364.
Michael J. Weppner, FV3172486.
Durren L. Westbrooke, FV3183763.
Thomas J. Westerman, FV3173808.
David J. Westfall, FV3161245.
John T. Whaley, FV3176403.
Anthony N. White, FV3161410.
Henry C. Willener, FV3161462.
Edward D. Willette, FV3183837.
David J. Willoughby, FV3172640.
Bennie J. Wilson, FV3171157.
Donald H. Wolber, FV3172441.
James H. Wood, FV3176141.
John A. Zaloudek, FV3134141.
James L. Zartman, FV3176829.
David M. Zieff, FV3160581.

Jaul J. Zwolinski, FV3175973.

Subject to medical gualification and sub-
ject to designation as distinguished grad-
uates, the following students of the Air Force
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps for appoint-
ment in the Regular Air Force, in the grade
of second lieutenant, under the provision of
section 21086, title 10, United States Code, with
dates of rank to be determined by the Secre-
tary of the Air Force:

Robert E. Allison, Jr. George W. Hazlett
Robert C. Allphin, Jr.Harold E. Heater

Lee 8. Altpeter Robert A, Hendrix
Alden H. Armentrout Willlam C. Henny
Palmer G. Arnold James L. Horton, Jr.
Robert B, Barnes James B. Houston
David W. Barton Bernard A. James
Robert L, Bennett Bradford P. Johnson
‘William H. Block Donald L. Krump
James E. Bohlen Frederick E. Lackey
Ralph H. Boswell Richard C. Lemon

Jon E. Bouwhuis Eugene M. Loffbour-
William B. Brackin, Jr. row, Jr.

Ronald L. Bruce William N. Manning
George M. Burnup Michael S. McAllister
Stanley J. Bury Danny L. Mencke
Frederick W. Butler Charles L. Miller, Jr.
John P, Cable John W, Miller

Curtis 8. Carlson Willlam P. Miller IIT
James G. Chickles Marcus M. Mullis
Robert A. Coulter Dennis J. Murphy
Bruce T. Cowee John R. Niles

James P. Crumley, Jr.Leonard J. Otten III
Frederich C. Damm Ronald L. Paxson
Otha B. Davenport Dennis W. Rabe
Robert I. Davis Alfred J. Ramsey
Roger 8. Dong David B. Reuber
James H. Doolittle IIIMichael C. Saunders
Timothy R. Eby Willlam D. Schmelzer
William H. Edwards IIRichard L. Schoff
James C. Elliott Robert G. Sims
Donald L. Ellis Benjamin D. Smith
Nathan F. Fulcher, Jr. William D. Smith
Robert W. Gallon Ronald D. Stafford
Richard A. Garrett Richard H. Swasey

Frank W. Gayer Franklyn Tauzel
Marlin H. Golnita Thomas L. Terrell
Howard W. Guiles Ra D. Weaver

Claudie A. Hamilton
Nicholas D. Hanks
Robert M. Hargett

Henry D. Webb, Jr.
Joseph W, Widhalm
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IN THE ARMY

The following-named officers for promotion
in the Regular Army of the United States,
under the provisions of title 10, United
States Code, sections 3284 and 3305:

To be colonels

Cortez, James J., O53277.

Sydnor, William D., Jr., 032618,

The following-named officers for promo-
tion in the Regular Army of the United
States, under the provisions of title 10,
United States Code, sections 3284 and 8299:

To be lieutenant colonel, Medical Corps
Schwamb, Halbert H., O67954.

To be lieutenant colonel, Medical Service
Corps
Kinney, Charles R., 038566.
To be majors
Doerer, Richard C., OF106098.
Lotz, Alvin W., OF106176.
Thoreson, Dale B., O67477.

To be major, Medical Service Corps

Paradise, Leo J., OT3110.
To be captains, Medical Corps

Pastore, Robert A., OF105788.
Stafford, Chester T. OF105831,
Warden, David R., OF105577.
Wilson, Don E,, OF106258.
Wurster, John C., OF105884,

To be captlains, Dental Corps
Beatty, Edward J., OF108055.

Edington, Dodd E., OF105663.
Wehmeyer, Thomas E., OF106254.

To be captain, Medical Service Corps

Riordan, Michael W., 083442,

The following-named officers for promo-
tion in the Regular Army of the United
States, under the provisions of title 10,
United States Code, sections 3284 and 3298:

To be first lieutenants

Adamick, Donald H., 099124.
Adams, Donald L., Jr., 0973175.
Adams, Jack E., 088571,
Adams, Peter D., 098572.
Adkins, Steven M., 097379.
Alakulppi, Vesa J., 098573.
Alexander, William, O98574.
Alger, Terrence F., 098575,
Allen, Glenn R., 097380.
Allen, Harold F., O98002.
Allen, Jonathan W., O98576.
Allen, Michael B., O98577.
Almaguer, Joseph A., 098578.
Anastas, John M., 098003.
Andersen, Jerome R., O98579.
Andersen, Ronald J., 098004,
Anderson, Don W., 097382,
Anderson, Lawrence, O98580.
Anderson, Randall J., O980086.
Anderson, Robert L., 098330.
Andre, David J., 098007.
Andrean, Charles M., OF104369.
Andrews, James H., 097383,
Angle, Thomas L., 097384.
Arbogast, Gordon W., 098581,
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Noto, Samuel R., 098236.
O’'Brien, Lewis B., 098206.
O'Connell, James C., 098240.
O'Connor, James M., O98870.
O'Connor, John M., 097720.
Odland, Robert O., O98874.
Odom, Robert A., 098516.
O'Donnell, John R., O98871.
Ogasawara, Roy M., 099225.
Olaughlin, Michael, O98237.
Olds, William K. S., 098239.
Ollier, James L., 097714,
Olsen, Alexander K., O98876.
Olson, Walter E. Jr., 098241.
O'Malley, Thomas E., 098242.

Oppenheim, James P., O97716.

Orlando, Eugene C., 0O98050.
Orlickl, George A., O98877.
Orndorf, Harvey W., O98879.
Orringer, Oscar, O97717.
Orsak, Johnnle W,, OF105784.
Ostovich, Rudolph III, 098243,
O’'Sullivan, Kenneth, 098872,
Otis, Malcolm D., O98880.
O'Toole, Robert H., O98873.
Owen, William J., O98881.
Palaszewskl, Daniel, O87719.
Palmer, Robert C., 098882.
Pansze, Arthur J. Jr., 098245,
Pappas, George, 098883,
Parker, John E., 098884,
Parks, Robert R., 099228,
Parrish, David H., OF104511,
Patten, Lynne M., O98885.

Peckinpaugh, Thomas, OF106791.

Perrin, Frank M., O97728.
Perrin, Richard T., 098520.
Perry, George E. III, O98886.
Pettit, Roland L., O99502.
Pfarr, John S., Jr., 097729,
Philbrook, Scott D., 097731.
Phillips, Keith J., 099232,
Plerson, Rex F., O08887.
Pignato, John C., 098522.
Pilsch, Martin C., Jr., 098249,
Pinsky, Martin J., 099504.
Plunket, Willlam J., O98333.
Pogorzelski, Jerome, O98888.
Polonis, Lawrence L., O98889.
Pond, David W., OB8253.
Pope, Derwin B,, 098830.
Poplelarski, Stephen, 098890,
Porper, Henry H., Jr., 098891.
Potter, Jerome W,, 098892,
Power, John R., Jr., O97734.
Pritchard, Charles, 099126,
Prutow, Dennis J., 098894.
Przybylski, Robert, 098256,
Quinlan, Michael M., O98895.
Quinn, Robert J. ITI, 098019,
Quinones, Joseph M., 099234,
Ragsdale, Jack D., Jr., 009235.
Ramey, Arthur T., 097249,
Rasmussen, Ralph J., 098896.
Reed, George B., Jr., 099237.
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Reeves, Lucius V., O97745.
Reh, Paul A., Jr., 098897.
Reld, John F., O98258.

Rellly, Iain, O98899.
Renwick, Harold M., 099238,
Reusch, Franklin A., 087746,
Reynolds, Irving H., 099239,
Rhodes, Curtis A., O87748.
Rice, Lewis A., 088801,
Riceman, John P.,, O98902.
Richardson, Obrene, OF102610.
Richardson, Thomas, O97439.
Rielage, Martin J., O97750.
Rivera, Jesus B., 097753.
Robbins, John R. II, 098903,
Robbins, Willlam Y., O98904.
Robert, Emile A., 098805.
Roberts, James F., Jr., 098906,
Roberts, Richard H., O98907.
Robertson, Joe B., O88908.
Robey, Lyle G., 098908,
Robinson, Stephen M., 096912.
Robinson, William A., 098910.
Robison, Donald R., 098269.
Roche, Robert, O97754.
Rochon, Everette C., 099242,
Rodriguez, Arturo, O97757.
Rohs, Thomas J., 097758,
Rolfe, Charles O., Jr., 098911,
Roth, John C,, 098912,

Rowan, Edmond M., Jr., 098013,

Rubald, Quintin T., OF105533.
Russell, David E., O97759.
Russell, Terry E., 087760.
Russell, Thomas A., 098914.
Ruth, James M., Jr., O98915.
Ryan, Arthur J., ITI, O98916.
Bagerser, Roy P., 098273.
Sallee, David K., 098918.
Salzer, James R., 098274.
Sanborn, Robert L., 097763,
Sanchez, Luis T, 098919,
Sarn, James E., 098920.
Sarratt, Robert R., 0992486,
Sartor, William M., 098921,
Sasaki, Raymond N., 098276.
Sausser, Robert G., 098922,
Savage, George N., 098277,
Sawin, Peter L., 098923.
Scharf, Paul A., 097764.
Schaum, Fred W., 098925.
Scheidig, Robert E., O98926.
Scherrer, George, Jr., 098927,
Schmidt, Charles L., 098928,
Schodowski, Leonard, 088080,
Schwartz, Earl O., 098930.
Scott, Alan H., 098031,

Scott, William W., 098282,
Scott, Willlam A,, 099247,
Seay, Thomas P., 098535.
Seidel, Andrew B., 098932,
Selwert, Anthony J., 098933,
Senecal, Jan L., 098934,
Sepanski, Stephen J., O97775.
Seremeth, Andrew J,, 097776,
Shanholtz, James E., O98537.
Shell, William L., O00248.
Shelton, Gerald F., O97780.
Shepard, John T.,, 098935.
Shepherd, James G., 097781,
Shine, Alexander P., 098936,
Shirley, Frederick, OF105825.
Shotwell, James H,, 098937,
Siebenaler, Donald, 098938,
Sielinski, Peter E., O97785.
Silberstein, Kenneth, 098939,
Sill, Louls F., Jr., 098940,
Silvasy, Stephen, Jr,, 098941.
Sllvey, Willlam J., 098942,
Sim, Alan R., 098943,
Simmons, Michael D., 098944,
Simonetta, Russell, 098945,
Sivacek, Paul M., O87787.
Sivells,, James B., 099249,
Skender, Louis E., 098284,
Skierkowskl, Paul, 098285,
Slakie, Ronald J., 097788.
Sloane, Robert L., 098946.
Smart, Nell A., 098947,
Smelcer, Charles, OF103906.

Smith, Allen C., 097790.
Smith, Converse B., 097791,
Smith, Donald J., 098948.
Smith, Emmette W., 008049,
Smith, Glenn N., 098950.
Smith, Kenneth V., 097793.
Smith, Patrick R., 098951,
Smith, Roger M., 098952.
S8mith, Vernon L., 0998252,
Smith, William D., Jr., 098953.
Snetzer, Michael A., 098290,
Solenberger, Thomas, 098054,
Sorensen, James E., O98955.
Sorrentini, Hector, O97788.
Soth, Michael J., OB8956.
Sowers, Errol G., 090254,
Speed, James W., O98957.
Spight, Thomas, Jr., 098548.
Spohn, Larry L., O08958.

8t. Amant, Philemon, O98959.
Stahl, Steven P., 098961.
Stamey, Victor E., 098549,
Stanley, Paul D., O98962.
Steiner, Frederick, OF105832.
Steadman, Eenneth A., 098550.
Steele, Robert M., O98963.
Steinig, Ronald D., 098964,
Stennis, William H,, 098965.
Sterrett, John D., 098298.
Stevens, Pat M. IV, O98066.
Stewart, Charles W., 098967,
Stidham, Robert J., 098968.
Stiner, Tommy C., 099258,
Stoesser, Joel W., O98306.
Stonehouse, Gerald, O08969.
Stotskl, Chester J., 099259,
Stratton, John W., O97805.
Strauss, Robert E., 098300.
Stribling, Roger W., O980870.
Strickland, David S., OF104554.
Strommer, Mathlas A., 098551,
Struble, Daniel O., 098971.
Stryker, James W., 098972,
Stuart, Raymond W., O978086.
Sturbols, Louis J., 098973,
Sturges, Scott L., 098154,
Suddick, Robert A., O97809.
Sullivan, Bloomer D., 099262,
Sullivan, Gerard A., 097810.
Sullivan, John E., 097811,
Sullivan, John P., 097812,
Sullivan, Terrence, O97813.
Summers, Michael H., 098974.
Surgent, Joseph R., 097814,
Sutton, Paul D,, 098975.
Swan, Alfred W., Jr., 09'7550.
Swenson, Willlam E., 097816,
Swisher, Arthur H., 098976.
Taft, John M., O98303.
Tagliaferi, Frederick, 099263.
Taillie, Dennis K., O98977.
Takata, Alvin M., O98304.
Talbott, Charlie Y., O08305.
Tames, Robert G., OF103912.
Tate, Christopher P., 098978.
Taylor, Archie B., Jr., 097820.
Taylor, James D,, 099193,
Terry, Elbridge W., O98555.
Tezak, Edward G., 098979,
Thomas, James M., 097823.
Thomas, Michael T., O98308.
Thomas, Ronald W., 097824,
Thompson, Leon G., 098980,
Thompson, Tommy R., 098981,
Thomson, Alexander, 098982,
Thorlin, Philip S., 098983.
Tlerney, Willlam J., O97827.
Tilelll, John H., Jr., 098309.
Tilson, James G., 099265.
Tiwanak, Eugene N., 098181,
Tomita, Ralph 8., OF105847.
Tomlin, James E., 097829,
Tracz, William J., OF103915.
Travis, James O., 097831.
Trucksa, Robert C., 098984,
Tubb, Albert H., 098491,
Turpin, Willlam C., O98985.
Tyler, Tyron 8., 098986.
Tyner, Harris W., 099266,
Uyenoyama, Dennis H., 0083165.
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Vail, John 8., 098192,

Van Zant, John H., Jr., OF105570.
Vande Hel, Thomas F.,, 098317.
Vandermosten, John, 097838,
Vanderploog, Paul J., O98318.
Vanneman, Robert G., O98987.
Varnell, Allan K., 098988,
Vaughan, Curry N., Jr., 098989,
Vaughn, Robert H., O89267.
Vaughn, Tom J., Jr., O98990.
Vecchiarello, Robert, O98278.
Vejar, Ray J., OF103761.
Venes, Richard A., 098991.
Verrier, Thomas L., 099209,
Vesey, Joseph T., 099268.
Virant, Leo B., IT, 098992,
Vlasak, Walter R., 098322.
Vogel, Robert A., O98993.
Vogt, Herman J., 097841,
Vopatak, Michael J., 098994,
Voss, Didrik A., 098995.

Vote, Gary F., 0980996
Wahlbom, Philip C., OF102662.
Walker, John J., 098343.
‘Walker, John 8., Jr., 098097,
Walker, Ralph, II, 098998.
Wall, John C., 098989,

‘Wall, KEenneth E,, Jr., 099000,
Wall, Lewis W., 097842,

Wall, Sandy K., 099001.
Wallace, Gary F., 098505.
Wallace, Terrence M., 098326,
Waller, John S., 098002,
Walsh, Cecil L., O98560.
‘Walsh, John P., 097843.
Walsh, Michael E., 099003,
Walsh, Richard R., 099004,
Walsh, Robert E., 097844,
‘Walton, Charles M., O98329.
Wandke, Richard D., 099223,
Wangsgard, Chris P., 099005.
‘Ward, Richard F., 099270.
Warder, Hiram W., I1, 089006.
Ware, Robert P., O97698.
Waring, Eurt E., 097849,
Watkins, James M., 099525.
Watson, Jerry L., 099271,
‘Watson, Raymon L., O97850.
Weber, Richard E., 099007.
‘Weishaupt, Robert M., 098561.
Welch, Eennard R., 0978563,
Wenners, Edward B., 097864.
Westbrook, Joseph A., 099008,
Westermeler, John T., 099009,
‘Weyrauch, Paul T., 099010.
Wheeler, John B., 099011.
Whidden, David L., Jr., 099012.
Whipple, Robert E., 098335.
White, Charles T., Jr., 099013,
White, George C., ITI, 089528,
White, John M., Jr., 097723.
‘White, Perry S., 098336.
‘Whitehead, William, 099014,
Whitesides, Leonard, O97861.
Whitman, Gordon L., 097862,
Wilde, Gary D., 099520.
Wilde, Ronnie L., 099530,
Wildrick, Edward W., 099015,
‘Williams, Budge E., 098564.
‘Williams, Douglas T., 099016.
‘Williams, Gomer R., 098339,
Willlams, Robert G., 099276.
Williams, Willlam J., 098340.
Willlams, Willlam J., 099277,
Williamson, John G., 0F103923.
‘Willman, Landon P., 099278,
‘Willson, Daniel A., O99017.
Wilman, James F., O97865.
Wilson, Joe H. R., 099018.
Wilson, John W., ITT, 099019,
Wilson, Richard A., 099021,
Wilson, Thomas A., IT, 099022,
Wilson, Willlam L., 099023.
Wilson, Willlam, O98567.
Winder, Gordon L., 099280,
Wing, Raymond A., O97860.
Winn, Robert E., 098247,
Winters, Robert F., 090024,
Wishart Francis E., 097871.
Wishowski, Thomas M., 099281,

Witt, Willlam W., 099025,
Wolz, Donald J., 099026.
Womack, Charles H., 098344,
Wood, Robert H., 099027.
Wood, Shelton E., OF105881.
Woods, John M., Jr., O99028.
‘Woods, Luther L., 0O99029.
Wright, Johnny F., OF105882.
Wright, Walter C,, Jr., OF105883.
Wroblewskl, Frank M., OF103732.
Wykle, Eenneth R., O98347.
Wyrwas, John A., 099030.
Xenakis, John J., 097872
Yamashita, Teddy K., 099031,
Yanagihara, Galen H., 099032.
Yando, Arthur N,, 099256.
Yearout, Paul H., 0992832.
Yoshimura, John P., 098348.
Young, Richard G., Jr., 099034.
Young, Ronald E., 098569.
Young, Timothy R., O98035.
Zelley, Robert A., O95036.
Zeltner, Richard L., 098351.
Zimmerman, James E., 099284,
Zinni, Gabriel J., 098354,

To be first lieutenants, Medical Service Corps

Boe, Gerard P., OF105330.
Carlson, Ronald O, J., 088046,
Covington, Willlam, OF102837.
Dorogl, Louis T., 097497.
Fahey, Thomas E., 087404,
Finkelstein, Eugene, OF105386.
Fleming, Jerry M., 097522,
Fobbs, Benjamin F., 098420.
Gregg, Jerry L., OF105413.
Grosshans, John H., 099169,
Hanson, Larry L., 098130.
Harrell, Henry C., OF104442,
Hawkins, James W., Jr., O97577.
Kingry, Roy L., Jr., 098794.
Ladestro, Ralph, OF105455.
Megehee, Jacob H., 089212,
Meuth, Michael L., 097442,
Miketinac, Bruce T., 097681.
Mitchell, Charles H., 099494,
Modarelli, Robert O., 097755.
Modderman, Melvin E., 097687.
Nason, Jesse N., OF105776.
Nutt, John W., OF105780.
Pilerce, Gerald P., 099503.
Provost, John M., 098525,
Schnakenberg, David, 097767.
Simpson, Arthur E., 098541.
Stephenson, Thomas, O88115.
Stocks, Robert B., 098180.
‘Walker, Jimmy, OF103767.
‘Warner, Lyle W., OF104573.
Weiser, Philip C., 099227.
‘Wichelt, Iloger H., 099273.
Zalkalns, Gundars, O97875.

In THE AIR FORCE

The following-named officers for promotion
in the Regular Air Force, under the appro-
priate provisions of chapter 835, title 10,
United States Code, as amended, All officers
are subject to physical examination required
by law.

Lieutenant colonel to colonel
LINE OF THE AIR FORCE

Aamodt, Duane A., FR13643.
Abrahajam, Bruce H., Jr., FR22601.
Adams, Willlam P., Jr., FR11810.
Ahalt, Roy M., Jr., FR34343,
Alderson, Sam W., FR34015.
Alexander, Jim V., FR12215.
Alkonis Stanley J., FR51804,
Allen, Robert C,, FR14624,
Amick, Roy W., FR34001.
Amundson, Lowell O., FR13561.
Andersen, Leslie E., FR33615.
Anderson, John G, M., FR33407.
Anderson, John J., FR14475.
Andrae, Paul H,, II, FR13309.
Aswad, Saleem, FR14042,
Atteberry, Billy N., FR33681.
Aumer, Thurman D., FR13857.
Ayres, Frank L,, FR18173.
Baldwin, Oscar F., Jr., FR33326.
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Ballinger, Philip R., FR14404,
Bankard, Harry V., FR33859.
Bard, Paul F., FR34184.
Barnett, James W., FR13924.
Barry, Michael A., FR33588.
Bartlett, Edward J., FR34166.
Bass, Robert A., FR20632.

Batsel, Lee H., FR34406.
Baumann, Robert P., Jr., FR18203.
Baumgardner, Haynes M., FR14897,
Baydala, Edward T., FR14091.
Beckett, Thomas A., FR10175.
Beckham, Dwight 8., FR34196.
Beckman, KEenneth N., FR14183,
Behn, Milton A., FRO9766.

Bell, Walter W., Jr., FR33611.
Bennett, Charles 1., Jr., FR16442,
Beno, William G., FR18205.
Berry Erskine G., Jr., FR34344,
Best, William H,, Jr., FR14383.
Billings, Donald E., FR33522,
Bird, Joseph M., FR34102,
Blackburn, Thomas W., Jr., FR14415,
Boelter, Herbert, O., FR33689.
Bogan, Leon 8,, FR12224,
Bogard, Lawrence M., FR12550,
Borders, Charles W., FR18148.
Bourus, George J., FR51818.
Bower, James A., FR13601.
Bowlin, Roy L., Jr., FR098086.
Bowman, Gordon Y., FR51845.
Boyd, Henry L., FR23652,
Boyles, Dixon R., FR13874.
Bradford, James W., FR10082,
Bradley, Clyde W., Jr., FR13858.
Bradley, Lewis L., Jr., FR13995.
Brake, William J., FR13707.
Brand, Dudley V., FR33396.
Britting, Wesley E., FR14945.
Broflt, Robert E., FR14332.
Brookie, Donald W., FR33569.
Brown, Frederick L., Jr., FR33540.
Brunner, Arnold C., FR34226.
Bull, Daniel H., FR 34140.

Bullen, Howard R., Jr.,, FR14454,
Bulli, Dante E., FR 14964.
Burnett, Elvin E., FR 20601,
Burns, Carlton L., FR11841.
Buzard, Frank 8., FR33814.
Byrd, Neal A., FR14273.
Cameron, Wallace H., FR12044,
Campbell, Warren E., FR15032.
Carkeet, John L., Jr., FR11950.
Carter, Charles R., FR09748.
Carter, Wilbur D., FR14531.
Casheer, Roy N., FR14858.

Casey, Robert W., Sr., FR51842,
Cavanaugh, Willlam D., FR12038.
Cecil, Thomas J., FR23654.
Chamberlain, Clarence N., Jr., FR23686.
Chasteen, John R., FR33505.
Chenault, Charles J., FR14665.
Christensen, Douglas H., FR14672.
Christner, Winton, FR34246.
Churchville, Louis J., FR12635.
Clark, James K., FR13873.

Clark, Waymon D., FR12749.
Clark, William T., Jr., FR13611.
Clarke, Donald 1., FR12531.
Clarke, John 8., Jr., FR14963.
Clarke, Russell C., FR13934.
Claybaugh, E. Wayne, FR14854.
Clemence, Charles J,, Jr., FR14017.
Clisham, Winston H., FR22618.
Cloaninger, Francis A., FR34230.
Clowry, John P., FR23687.
Cobeaga, Mitchell A., FR34338.
Cochrane, Robert G., FR14614.
Cole, Heston C., FR10197.
Coleman, Robert G., FR14719.
Colller, Milton, FR13620.
Collins, Glenn R., FR14255.
Combs, John H., Jr., FR13368.
Contl, James F., FR33757.
Copher, Paul D., FR22619.
Cordes, Harry N., FR14659.
Cormany, William F., FR09714,
Cottingham, Paul F., FR51734.
Coursey, Robert J., FR12871.
Covell, Dwight W., FR14333,
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Cralg, Charles D,, Jr., FR33510.
Crawford, Willlam A., FR10005.
Crego, John C., FR14130.
Crosby, Samuel E,, Jr., FR20612.
Cross, Richard G., Jr., FR14402,
Crum, Glenn, FR34237.
Culbertson, Willlam W., FR14738.
Culet, Ralph S., FR14430.
Cummins, Daniel G., FR121386.
Cummins, Timothy, FR22504.
Curry, Deane G., FR34378.
Curton, Warren D., FR14337.
Dalley, John G.. FR14010.

Daly, Robert P., PR14795.
Davis, Beverly E., Jr., FR14520,
Davls, Lavol B., FR14136.
Davis, Ruby E., Jr., FR140486.
Decker, Lynne E., FR08720.
Delbeccaro, Vincent J., FR19779.
Deleo, Hector J., FR34030.
Dellamonico, Anthony 8., FR33808.
Dessert, Donald M., FR13359.
Dethman, Ivan H., FR14258.
Dick, Wagner W., FR14130
Dizon, Robert J., FR14462,
Doersch, George A., FR09972.
Dorfl, Richard W., FR09863.
Dorman, Reynold C., FR49139.
Dowell, Ralph H., Jr., FR13818.
Dovwney, Russell A., FR14747,
Downle, Currie 8., FR14376.
Downs, Richard J., FR342097.
Dufault, William F., FR20680.
Duff, David J., FR33858.

Duff, Robert T., FR14238.
Duffus, John D., FR13563.
Dukes, Ernest F., Jr., FR14801.
Dumontier, Louis D., FR181T1.
Dunaway, Eenneth D., FR14478.
Dunn, John H., FR14656.
Dusenberry, Robert K., FR13429.
Dvorak, Edward H., FR34081.,
Dwyre, George T., FR34375.
Dyke, Samuel E., FR14319,
Dysart, Blan P., Jr., FR34108.
Earhart, Pat H., FR34360.
Eckles, William H., FR34200,
Elarth, Vernon H., FR11851.
Elliott, William P., FR14043.
Emig, John W., FR34276.
Eubank, Graydon K., FR18132,
Evans, J, L., FR14368.

Evans, Lawrence W., FR33984,
Evans, William R., FR14076.
Eve, Arthur, Jr., FR33748.
Everett, Hal W., FR14323.
Fahrney, Richard L., FR18191.
Falk, David M., FR13841.
Fallon, Edward R., Jr., FR34173,
Farr, John W., FR20660.

Farr, Robert, FR12109.

Faulk, William, Jr., FR33835.
Fetters, Rolland F., FR09916.
Findlay, Clayton, FR14020.
Fisher, Charles D., Jr., FR51740.
Fisher, Gene E., FR33500.
Fitch, Edward B., FR12941.
Fitjar, Raymond A., FR34343,
Fitzgerald, Paul A., FR34364.
Flake, Alma R., FR34206.
Flannigan, Ralph E., FR0G869.
Fory, Garland V., FR12612.
Foster, Charles R., FR14637.
Foster, Martin A., Jr,, FR33431.
Foulk, Tom B., Jr., FR10183 .
Frakes, James F., FR09821.
Franco, John A., FR33508.
Franklin, George W., FR14609,
Frederick, Paul A,, III, FR13062.
Frederick, Russell R., FR12148.
Fritz, Paul C., FR12284.
Fulmer, James H., FR33818.
Galentine, Paul G., Jr., FR14734.
Gallagher, James G., FR14056.
Gallagher, John J., FR13318.
Gallerani, Alterio, FR12746.
Gamble, Jack K., FR14026.
Garden, Francls, FR19904.
Garner, Harold C., FR33885.
Garrlson, Vermont, FR3398T7.
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Geary, Paul X,, Jr., FR33502,
Gettelfinger, Robert J., FR13066,
Gibney, Richard J., FR34376.
Glbgon, Billy P., FR14070.
Gilchrist, William T., FR09890.
Glll, Robert E., FR14263.
Goade, Willlam R., FR14552.
Godbey, Donald E., FR12705.
Goforth, Pat E,, FR33640.
Goodlad, Harold G., FR14520.
Goppert, Jean G., FR18167.
Gore, Granville I, FR22721.
Gray, Willlam E., FR33833.
Green, Dexter M., FR33651.
Green, Joseph, FR12921.
Green, Robert V., FR12967.
Greene, Clarence R., FR12745.
Greene, Julius P., FR14609.
Greenspun, Morris J., FR21432.
Greer, Walker B., FR33550.
Gregory, Fountain L., Jr., FR13122,
Grimes, Robert-Z., FR14842.

Griswold, Edward D., FR33352.

Groom, John F., FR14218.
Gruber, Donald C., FR33755.
Guinn, Euin N., FR14861.
Gulino, Vasco E., FR09930.
Gutekunst, Charles J., FR14474,
Guy, George A.,, FR34148.
Hagenback, James J., FR12372.
Hambleton, Bertram L., Jr., FR08865.
Hamtill, Jimmy M., FR12243.
Hamill, Robert 8., FR34078.
Hamlilton, Richard L., FR13042,
Hancock, Quentin L., FR33947.
Hancock, Robert M., Jr., FR13683.
Hanks, Dale J., FR14356.
Hanna, Max E,, FR33524,
Hanner, Charles K., Jr., FR13079,
Hansen, Homer K., FR14983.
Harkness, Orlo V., FR12424,
Harris, Bert 8., FR09938.
Harris, Daniel B., FR14441,
Harris, George W. E,, FR34033.
Harris, Robert W., FR12704.
Harte, Allan 8., Jr., FR14459.
Harwell, Albert 8., Jr., FR33883.
Hassel, Robert K., FR14164,
Haynie Frank M., FR10221.
Hemingway, Norman B., FR33643,
Henderson, Jack J., FR14532,
Henley, Robert M., FR13033,
Henry, Patrick H., FR14548,
Herberg, John A., FR51784.
Herrera, Alfred C., FR20608.
Hester, Benjamin F., FR12011.
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Treatment of Prisoners in Vietnam

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
or

HON. BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, August 2, 1966

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I
have noted with interest and relief Ho
Chi Minh's recent statement concern-
ing the treatment of American prisoners
of war. He has reprieved our captured
airmen for the present, but his pro-
nouncement does not in any way guar-
antee their futures.

I have, therefore, introduced today a
resolution indicating that the sense of
the Congress and the American people
is firm on insisting that humane treat-
ment be accorded our captured soldiers
now and in the future. As signatories to
the Geneva Convention of 1949, the Gov-
ernment of North Vietnam should abide
by the provisions in the agreement con-
cerning prisoners of war. Any violation
of accepted codes of international be-
havior in this regard would be inhumane,
and would tend to estrange North Viet-
nam from the family of nations. Fur-
ther, improper treatment of American
prisoners of war justifiably arouses the
anger of the American people thus
damaging the prospects of ending hos-
tilities.

Unfortunately, the issue of proper con-
sideration of prisoners of war is not as
clear as we might desire. In the Wash-
ington Post of August 1, Joseph Kraft
astutely comments on the difficult posi-
tion of the United States vis-a-vis cap-
tured North Vietnamese troops. Cur-
rently the United States turns over to
the South Vietnamese all North Viet-
namese prisoners taken by American
forces. Our South Vietnamese allies
have themselves often been accused of
inhumane treatment of such prisoners.

When the American commitment in
Vietnam was limited to an advisory one,
we were not in a position to deal with
prisoners of war. However, having as-
sumed a prinecipal military role in the
struggle, we should now also accept re-
sponsibility for all prisoners whom we
capture. When we accept this responsi-
bility, we would, of course, comply with

the letter and the spirit of the Geneva
accord.

As a step in this direction, the Inter-
national Red Cross should be permitted
to inspect all existing detention facilities
in the south and to otherwise carry out
their obligations to prisoners. Their re-
ports should be made public and sub-
mitted to the International Control Com-~
mission. In return for such considera-
tion of North Vietnamese prisoners, it
is hoped that North Vietnam will take
equivalent humanitarian steps for their
prisoners.

It is my hope that my colleagues in
this Congress will support the President
in his endeavors to explore all possible
channels leading to the humane treat-
ment of prisoners on both sides. Justice
and humane consideration for these in-
dividuals is an essential part of our ef-
forts to establish groundwork for nego-
tiations in an atmosphere of trust and
mutual respect.

New York Hilo Demonstration Ride, a
Success

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. ROBERT L. LEGGETT

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, August 2, 1966

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr, Speaker, Mon-
day morning, August 1, 1966, I was de-
lichted to be aboard New York Hilo
Flight No. 3 of the demonstration flight
connecting downtown Washington with
Dulles and Friendship International Air-
ports.

We were airborne at 11:15 a.m., and
in exactly 11 minutes, we arrived at
Friendship Airport. After a few mo-
ments for refueling and servicing of the
twin jet motor helicopter we were air-
borne again. The seats were quite com-
fortable as we relaxed and had refresh-
ments served by the stewardess. In ap-
proximately 20 minutes, traveling at
130 miles per hour, we arrived at Dulles
International Airport. We landed and
took off immediately and exactly 11
minutes later, we landed on the vacant
lot adjacent to and immediately east of

the Cannon House Office Building. The
entire flight took 1 hour.

I think this will be an excellent serv-
ice for Washington and hope it is ini-
tiated at the earliest possible date.

Forty-seven Voices for Sanity

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
or

HON. DON EDWARDS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, August 2, 1966

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, on July 29, I, along with many
of my colleagues, issued a release oppos-
ing recent statements by Premier Ky
which suggested invasion of North Viet-
nam and an eventual war with China.
Our views, as set forth in the release,
were the subject of many newspaper edi-
torials across the country. Among these
was the New York Post whose editorial
is entitled “47 Voices for Sanity.”

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I insert in
the Recorp, our release and the New
York Post editorial.

[From the New York Post, Aug. 1, 1966]
FoRTY-SEVEN VOICES FOR SANITY

In calling on the Johnson Administration
to repudiate openly the mindless “spirit of
escalation” being preached by Premier Ky
of South Viet Nam, 47 Congressmen have
displayed both sanity and independence.

The weekend appeal of the 44 House Dem-
ocrats and three Republicans, who also urged
‘mew initiatives" by the U.8. for peace talks
and support for Viet Nam elections “open to
all parties,” would have been dramatic In
any case,

It took special courage for many of the
signers to embrace the statement because the
“spirit of escalation” is not simply the rash
raving of Ey. It seems to have become the
main force animating Washington’s Viet
Nam policy.

The latest evidence is grim enough. Last
week, reaffirming his willingness to fight to
the last American, Ky proposed an immedi-
ate military showdown with Red China and
armed invasion of North Viet Nam.

As this wild hip shot echoed round the
world, the White House and the State Dept.
mildly reminded everyone once again that
the U.S. wants no “wider war.” Washing-
ton then proceeded to widen the war, first
with a record-size air raid on North Viet Nam
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